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This Book Is about . ..

Our mission is to (1) define effectiveness for the pub-
lic library and (2) provide guidelines for assessing the
library’s effectiveness and communicating same to
the library’s stakeholders.

The impatient reader can go directly to chapter 8,
“And, inSum. ..,” for a capsule view of the book
and its parts, then move directly to the parts of
greatest interest.

Organizations in the public sector are in dan-
ger. Public libraries are in danger.

The dangers are many, and they threaten every
public organization with the possibility of re-
duced usership, reduced funding, and reduced
political and social support. The story of the as-
sorted dangers has been told often. Their impact
has been felt by every organization, from sanita-
tion departments to arts leagues to . .. libraries.

The dangers we speak of are largely external.
The environment that sustains the public library
organization—and every other public organiza-
tion—is the same environment that threatens it.
Yet the threats themselves, the dangers to orga-
nizational existence, imply what a public organi-
zation—a library—might do to maintain its health
in that nurturing yet perilous environment.

. organizations survive to the extent they are
effective. (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978, 2)

Management must make sure that the organi-
zation is effective.

Just as important, the organization must be seen
as effective. That is, the organization must suc-
cessfully represent—demonstrate, declare—its
effectiveness to the environment. Being effective
and representing effectiveness are two different
things; but they are equally important.

What's Good? is about the two component parts
of representing the organization’s effectiveness:
assessing, or gathering, appropriate intelligence
about the state of the library organization; and
communicating, or transmitting, that intelligence
in a useful and influential way to the library’s
stakeholders. That is the theme of the book.
Moreover, it concentrates on representing the
library to the external stakeholders—those out-
side the library who directly or indirectly affect
the library’s present and future.

Making the organization more effective is
important, but that is not the aim of this book,
except insofar as the very acts of assessing effec-
tiveness better and communicating that assess-
ment better can make the organization more
effective. That is, in a circular way, better assess-
ment and better communication of effectiveness
are themselves components of effectiveness.

The mission of this book is to offer a frame-
work that will help the library manager develep
a program of assessment and strategies for com-
municating that assessment to the library’s envi-
ronment—in short, a scheme for representing
the public library organization.

Howard Rubin recently published a recipe for
the organization that wants to develop an evalu-
ation program:

¢ [dentify all audiences for measurement.
¢ Analyze the measurementneeds of each
audience.
¢ Produce a map that cross-references audiences
to needs.
¢ Produce a map that cross-references needs
to possible metrics.
¢ Decide which candidate metrics to use.
* Establish priorities and a phased implementation
plan.
(Rubin 1991, 79)
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The “maps” that Rubin recommends are ex-
actly what we offer here: a framework for decid-
ing how to assess and communicate the organi-
zation’s—in this case, the public library’s—
effectiveness. The framework is called “A Model
of Public Library Effectiveness” (AMPLE). In
contrast to the popular Output Measures for Pub-
lic Libraries (Van House and others 1987), which
concentrates on service outputs, AMPLE offers
a brcad array of assessment points, from inputs
through outputs, and moves toward service out-
comes, or impact. In doing so, AMPLE recog-
nizes that a range of assessment points is
required in order to represent a public library’s
effectiveness fully to its various stakeholder
groups.

Chapter 1 is about organizational effective-
ness: what it is and why we care. It begins by
asking, “How do you tell a good library from a
bad library?” and discusses the beginnings of an
answer by looking at past approaches to effec-
tiveness in the management literature.

Chapter 2 is about how to gauge effective-
ness, and it links effectiveness to such slippery
ideas as evaluation, measurement, qualitative
and quantitative evidence, and the systems
approach to organizations.

Chapter 3 presents the steps that the public
library field has taken to improve the ways of
assessing and communicating goodness, includ-
ing strategic planning, measurement, personnel
appraisal, and budgeting.

Chapter 4 considers what makes the public
library what it is and how its particular charac-
teristics might affect the way library managers
depict its effectiveness.

Chapter 5 briefly presents the methods and
key findings of The Public Library Effectiveness
Study, which forms the research basis of this
book.

Chapter 6 unveils “A Model of Public Library
Effectiveness” (AMPLE): a framework by which
the manager may plan a program of assessing
public library effectiveness.

Chapter 7 is about using AMPLE to commu-
nicate. The library has a number of key stake-
holder groups who must be identified and
whose particular needs and preferences deter-
mine how to talk to them about effectiveness.

Finally, Chapter 8 recaps the major argu-
ments of the book and discusses their implica-
tions for public library management.

This book is for library managers. It addresses
directly the executive level of the library organi-
zation and emphasizes the organization's inter-

action with the external environment. However,
much of the discussion and many of the recom-
mendations in the book can be applied to inter-
nal decisions regarding the operation of the
library. And most of the content can be applied
to subunits (departments) of the library, such as
technical processing or reference, if one € trapo-
lates, viewing the subunit as the “organization”
and the overall organization as the “external
environment.” Branches of library systems can
benefit particularly well from this discussion.
Their external environment encompasses both
the larger library system and the external world.

The book’s venue is the public library, for
that is the context in which our major research
and developmental work have taken place.
Nonethelsss, many of the principles and conclu-
sions drawn in this volume will translate to
other types of libraries: academic, special, and
school. These libraries, too, share common prob-
lems of assessing their effectiveness and com-
municating it internally and externally; only the
particulars differ. Moreover, the principles
underlying the book are applicable to other pub-
lic sector organizations.

What's Good? is based on our 40 collective
years of experience in evaluating and studying
libraries; consulting with library staffs and
directors; and, particularly, our recent research
on public library effectiveness. That research can
be found in the companion book to this, The Pub-
lic Library Effectiveness Study (Van House and
Childers 1993), a nationwide study to develop a
definition of public library effectiveness.
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What Is Good?

In which is asked the question, “"How do you tell a
good library from a bad library?"” and in which is laid
down the beginning of the answer.

The real essence of appearing competent is for managers
fo demonstrate that their agency is special—that they
do good things that other agencies do not do and that
they set standards that other agencies would do well to
follow. (Chase and Reveal 1983, 51)

The Quintessential
Question

“How can you tell a good X from a bad X?” The
question has probably been on the mind of
humankind since the realization that there was
more than one X. We are fundamentally evalua-
tive animals and, just as we evaluate all things,
we evaluate organizations. They are supposed
to accomplish something, to be in some way
good for something, and someone has always
been there to ask the question, “How good?”

Organizations are supposed to be good; libraries
are supposed to be good.

The goodness question is implied in attempts
to describe the benefits derived from organiza-
tions, to explain their impact, to set their bud-
gets, to restructure them, to change their opera-
tions, to count their accomplishments, and on
rare occasion to disband them. The Gross
Domestic Product is a way of representing the
goodness of the national economy. Number of
welfare cases handled and number of indigent
people fed are ways of representing goodness
for certain human service organizations. Net
profits is a way to represent goodness for profit-

11

making organizations. Win-loss records repre-
sent goodness for sports teams.

Organizations are supposed to be good;
librarjes are supposed to be good. The question
of goodness translates in today’s management
literature into the subject of effectiveness.

Pfeffer and Salancik define effectiveness this
way:

The effectiveness of an organization is its ability to
create acceptable outcomes and actions. . . . it
reflects both an assessment of the usefulness of
what is being done and of the resources that are
being consumed by the organization (Pfeffer and
Salancik 1978, 11).

This book treats effectiveness very broadly,
even more broadly than they. In this chapter,
you will encounter effectiveness from a number
of points of view—all of them valid. To put all
points of view into a single definition, it has to
be simple and broad: goodness, or achieving suc-
cess, the quality of performance, conceived in many
different ways. The important point, to be dealt
with shortly, is that the idea of goodness is mul-
tiform. It is inclusive rather than exclusive.

Effectiveness is:
* goodness,
¢ achieving success, and
¢ the quality of performance.

We can distinguish between effectiveness and
efficiency, defining effectiveness as impact on the
consumer or user and efficiency as the economy
with which “effect” is achieved. Commonly, out-
puts and outcomes are emphasized in effective-
ness. However, thebroader definition of effective-
ness embraces all aspects of the organization. One
can view effectiveness in terms of organizational
inputs (resources), processes (activities), outputs
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6 What /5 Good?

(products and services), outcomes (impact on
clients and community), and interactions with
the social, political, and economic environment.
For organizations, effectiveness can be assessed
at the level of the individual, the work unit, the
department, or the whole organization. Our con-
cern in this book is the latter: organization-level
effectiveness.

Why Should Effectiveness
Concern Us?

The government manager has one final responsibility:
to maintain the health of the organization by seeing that
it adjusts to new political demands.

(Heymann 1987, 11)

There are several reasons why the public has
become increasingly interested in effectiveness
in the public sector:

e Public services are increasing in number and
complexity as society becomes more complex.

¢ The cost of providing public goods and ser-
vices is rising; tax revenues are not growing
at the same pace as demand for public ser-
vices, especially critical public services like
health and public safety; and there is more
competition for the tax dollar.

¢ The public sector is increasingly required to
fund services mandated by the public, leav-
ing little money for discretionary services.

* Society is concerned with return on its invest-
ment in services; similarly, society, through
the political process, is increasingly inclined
to fund critical public services and to ignore
others.

¢ The d-stinies of public organizations seem to
be tied more closely to a changing political
scene, because decisions cannot be made from
a solely analytical base.

These many forces, bearing heavily on the
organization’s future, are the reasons for interest
in goodness, and they are largely external. In
sum, they amount to scarcity of resource and,
consequently, increased competition. Society’s
interest in effectiveness is especially pronounced
in the public sector, where tax revenues fund
products and services whose value is not tested
by the market; and where one group (taxpay-
ers) often pays for services used by another
(beneficiaries). Fears of public sector waste are
a recurrent theme in the American public’s

relationships to its government. Public decision-
makers, such as city councils, county managers,
budget authorities, voters, and corporate
donors, continually seek assurances that public
money is spent in a worthwhile way.

Society’s interest in effectiveness naturally
triggers the manager’s interest in effectiveness.
Society hires the manager to run a good organi-
zation. Part of the manager’s job description is
telling society how good the organization is.
Also whetting the manager’s interest in effec-
tiveness is the fact that the use of strategic mar-
keting has become a popular means for increas-
ing organizational performance. The manager
needs to know how the organization is faring
vis-4-vis the market and the competition, and
this calls for self-assessment and comparison
with others in the environment.

Effectiveness is a concern because resources are
scarce.

Although there are various meanings of
“worthwhile spending,” the governors (external
overseers, such as elected and appointed offi-
cials and trustees) and funders of libraries—and
in some cases the taxpayers who support the
services—increasingly want more information
about the impact of public programs and the
dollars that support them. They want to know
that:

o the dollars have been spent responsibly;

¢ the programs are of value; and

¢ they are funding an optimum, or at least
good, mix of functions.

The twin matters of economy of operation
and “value” both address the accountability of
the organization to society.

These many reasons for the concern about
effectiveness have become more compelling in
recent years. Responding to the pressures, pub-
lic library leadership has acted to improve the
assessment of library goodness, leading to a
twenty-year effort to develop better means of
setting direction for public libraries and assess-
ing achievement, More of this in chapter 3.

Advances in information technology and ser-
vices are going to mean that libraries have
increasing opportunities to provide useful, inter-
esting, and attractive, but costly, services. Quite
apart from other social and economic pressures,
these developments will exacerbate the library’s
scarcity problems. More and more may be done,
with (probably) fixed or declining resources.

12
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Internal and external decision-makers will have to
choose how best to use the library’s limited funds.

Approaches to Effectiveness

The management literature offers four main
approaches to looking at effectiveness. Taken
together, they conjure a broad perspective and
lead to a comprehensive idea of organizational
effectiveness. The four approaches, or models,
proclaim the multidimensionality of effective-
ness and the validity of multiple viewpoints.
The different approaches emphasize different
things about the organization, posing, as it were,
questions that might be asked when assessing
an organization:

*To what extent does the organization achieve
its goals (input, process, output, or outcome
goals)? )

*To what extent is the organization a healthy
operating unit?

*To what extent can the organization capture
from the external environment the resources
needed to survive or thrive?

*To what extent are the various stakeholders’
priorities met?

To the seasoned library manager, these ques-
tions may seem obvious; but it is likely that most
managers emphasize one or another of them.

The questions are reflected in the descriptions
of the four major models of effectiveness found in
the management literature. The models provide
some of the basis for developing a comprehen-
sive framework of library effectiveness later in
this book.

Goal. The goal model views effectiveness in
terms of the organization’s achievement of
specific ends (Cameron 1981). It stresses
outputs and productivity, such as con-
sumption of services and units of work per
staff member. “To what extent does the
organization achieve its goals?”

Process. The process model says that organiza-
tions do not exist solely to attain their goals
(Cameron 1981). They are also social
groups seeking to survive and maintain
their equilibrium. Thus, effectiveness is
measured by internal processes and orga-
nizational health {for instance, internal
communication and degree of staff
turnover) as well as by goal attainment.
“To what extent is the organization a
healthy operating unit?”

[

Systems resource. The systems reource model
emphasizes the organizaticn’s need to
secure resources from its environment
(Scott 1987). Relationships with external
resources and their controllers—such as
those with power in the budgetary process
or the ability to pass a tax referendum—
thus become the basis for judging effective-
ness. “To what extent can the organization
capture from the external environment
(say, the funding body) the resources
needed to survive or thrive?”

Multiple constituencies. The multiple constituen-
cies model is concerned with the organiza-
tion’s constituent groups (Zammuto 1984).
It defines effectiveness as the degree to
which the needs and expectations of strate-
gic constituencies, such as certain user
groups or leaders in the community, are
met. It differs from the systems resource
model in that the constituencies to be satis-
fied are not necessarily the power elite. “To
what extent are the various stakeholders
happy with the organization?”

The models emphasize different aspects of
the organization’s effectiveness. They should be
seen as overlapping rather than contradictory.
Different approaches may be appropriate under
different organizational circumstances. Different
constituent groups of the same organization,
and even different members of a constituent
group, may adopt different approaches to evalu-
ating an organization’s effectiveness. For
instance, a small stockholder may view Widget-
corp’s effectiveness in terms of payment of
short-term dividends, while a large stockholder
may see it in terms of long-term market share.
Moreover, a comprehensive framework of organi-
zational assessment requires—if we accept the
experience reflected in the management litera-
ture—all four approaches.

An underlying theme of these approaches is
that there is no single definition of effectiveness
for an organization and no single person or
group that defines it. There are multiple groups
to be satisfied (the multiple constituencies
approach), external interests that control the crit-
ical external resources needed (the systems
resource approach), activities inside the organi-
zation that are vital in delivering products and
services (the process approach), and various
goals pursued by the same organization (the
goals approach).

Effectiveness is largely a point of view.
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In addition to agreeing that effectiveness is
a multidimensional concept, the management
literature also has come to advocate that no sin-
gle definition of or approach to organizational
effectiveness is inherently most valid. The vari-
ous viewpoints of an organization’s effective-
ness are all valid. Thus, representing the organi-
zation’s effectiveness fully can be a complex
matter. And thus, the manager must offer differ-
ent representations of the organization’s effec-
tiveness in order to address that complexity—
those various points of view and the many
facets of the library organization,

If effectiveness is essentially a point of view,
it is conceivable that there are as many views of
a single organization’s effectiveness as there are
people. But that doesn’t help the library man-
ager. There isn't time or money enough to iden-
tify everyone’s point of view. And the points of
view would be so many that they would cloud
rather than clarify. The question for the library
manager, then, is: Whose assessment matters?
Whose goals and criteria, whose opinions, whose
vision, does the manager listen and respond to?

A major aspect of library effectiveness is represent-
ing the library to key stakeholders.

One useful answer is: the stakeholders who
can influence the organization’s survival—the
key stakeholders. (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). The
organization has an internal life, of course, filled
‘with the activities of the working day that pro-
duce the services and products that the cus-
tomer consumes. But it also has an external life
that is at least equally important, a context that
is political, economic, and social. Thus, an orga-
nization’s stakeholders will be found internally
and externally.

For the library manager, effectiveness is not
only a matter of running an effective organiza-
tion. It is equally a matter of representing the
library’s effectiveness to key stakeholders—that
is, assessing the library and communicating that
assessment. Representing it well means the
manager has to identify the key stakeholders in

the library’s future, determine their priorities,
and decide how to speak to them.

Conclusion

This chapter has identified effectiveness—its
measurement and its representation—as a criti-
cal issue for library managers. A number of defi-
nitions or models of effectiveness exist in the lit-
erature. We suggest that the most useful
approach is not to pick among them, but to use
them all: to see the validity in each and to see
that, taken together, they suggest a broad defini-
tion of effectiveness. Many people are involved
in assessing a library’s effectiveness, which
means that offering many points of view is in
the best interests of the library manager.

The next chapter continues to look at the con-
cept of effectiveness and how it relates to evalu-
ation, Chapter 4 considers further the nature of
public sector organizations—and  public
libraries—and what that implies for statements
about their effectiveness.
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In which effectiveness is linked to such slippery ideas
as evaluation, measurement, qualitative and quanti-
tative evidence, and the “systems” way of looking at
things.

Measuring vs. Evaluating

Evaluation is the assessment of goodness. It con-
sists of comparing the organization’s current
performance against some standard or set of
expectations. Evaluation has two parts: the col-
lection of information, or evidence, about the
organization’s performance; and the comparison
of this information to some set of criteria. The
collection of information is not in itself evalua-
tion: a critical component of evaluation is the
exercise of judgment in which criteria are
applied to the organization’s current reality.

Evaluation = Judgment

The outcome of the evaluation—the conclu-
sions reached about effectiveness—depends on
both the criteria and the evidence used. The
choice of criteria is based on the decision-
maker’s definition of effectiveness: the different
approaches described in chapter 1 often produce
differing criteria. In the same way, different
points of view may produce different criteria.
Some observers of the public library, for exam-
ple, may place a priority on services to children
and be particularly interested in criteria that
reflect this. Others may be more interested in
services to other groups from the community.

Evaluation can rest on a wide range of infor-
mation. The goal, of course, is a reasonably accu-
rate picture of the organization, and a variety of
evidence can be used to create this picture. The

evidence can be quantitative or qualitative and
systematically or idiosyncratically derived.

Quantitative evidence is measurement data. It
can be expressed in numbers, such as number of
circulations, users, or materials. Qualitative evi-
dence is more subjective and impressionistic and
is unquantified. But it is no less valid—for exam-
ple, a visual assessment of the cleanliness of
physical facilities or the overall helpfulness of
the staff.

Surveys sometimes turn qualitative assess-
ments quantitative. Instead of recording the
helpfulness impressions of one user or a few
selected users, you could survey the users sys-
tematically, recording their helpfulness ratings
on a scale from 1 (most helpful) to 5 (least help-
ful). A mean friendliness rating of 1.3 does not
have an objective meaning like a mean ciicula-
tion per user of 1.3 would have. That is, it has a
qualitative base—an opinion or impression offer-
ed many times and counted (quantified).

Systematically collected evidence is intended to
reflect a general reality—all instances of a phe-
nomenon (a census), such as a count of all circu-
lation transactions, or a representative portion of
a phenomenon (a sample), such as a random
sample of circulation transactions. Opinion evi-
dence that is systematically collected, as in a sur-
vey of public opinion, can fulfill either the cen-
sus or the sample functions as well as objective
numeric data can.

Idiosyncratic evidence is collected so as to
reflect particular points of view, like the opinion
of the president of the board or the experiences
of a few new library users, not to reflect a gen-
eral reality.

Whether quantitative or qualitative, system-
atic or idiosyncratic, evidence is subjected to one
or more criteria. A criterion may be hard—a
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number, as embodied in an objective like “We
want to achieve a circulation of 4.5 items per
capita per year.” Or it may be soft—an ambigu-
ous value, such as “The online catalog should be
easy for the user to find things in.” (How easy is
“easy"?)

Evaluation = weighing evidence against criteria.

Evaluation is the process of holding evidence
against criteria (figure 1). “How does the actual
circulation per capita per year compare with our
objective? Did we do well, or not?” “Were we
able to make the online catalog easier to use?”

The important point is that evidence, how-
ever hard or objective, does not make the judg-
ment for you. Hard evidence may contribute to
an evaluation of goodness, but it does not, in
itself, perform the evaluation (make the judg-
ment). Both in formulating a quantified objective
("generate 65,000 reference queries a year”) and
in determining the library’s success on that
objective, the act of judging has occurred. Set-
ting the objective, or choosing the criteria,
requires deciding what “good” is. Comparing
evidence to the criteria is judging how good the
library is in one of its aspects or another. The
purpose of evaluation is always the assessment
of how good.

This is true in evaluating the effectiveness of an
organization. The subjective act of judging is the
essence of evaluating effectiveness. How good is
the library?

If, as we said in chapter 1, there is no single
definer or judge of effectiveness for an organiza-
tion, then evaluation requires communication
with a multitude of constituent groups or stake-
holders who have differing concerns, or criteria,
and will make different judgments. Thus, in
order to communicate with the key stakehold-
ers, one wants a broad and flexible idea of which
evaluative information is useful in describing
the library (the subject of chapter 6, “A Model of
Public Library Effectiveness,” and AMPLE it-
self) and how to communicate to the particular
stakeholder group (taken up in chapter 4, “The
Nature of the Library Organization and Implica-
tions for Effectiveness”).

Evidence R Evaluation
(data, © | Criteria | (udgment,
measures, 4 > assessment)
statistics, 8 »
information)

Figure 1. Evidence, Criteria, Evaluation

Dimensions, Indicators, and
Measures of Goodness

Several key words are pivotal in discussing
organizational effectiveness. Unfortunately, vir-
tually all are used with assorted meanings in the
literature and in conversation. In order to move
through the rest of this book with reasonable
ease, it is necessary to stabilize them. The defini-
tions that follow refer to figure 2, “Dimensions,
Indicators, and Measures,” and figure 3, “Dimen-
sions, Indicators, and Measures Hlustrated.”

Effectiveness is goodness. It is equivalent to the
quality of performance. In this book, effective-
ness is applied to the organization as a whole;
but, as mentioned in chapter 1, everything that
will be presented can be adjusted for use at the
subunit level, such as children's services or tech-
nical processing.

A dimension of effectiveness is a broad aspect
of performance thac is monitored in assessing
effectiveness. To take an example from another
field, three appropriate dimensions of effective-
ness for a police department might be “crime
prevention,” “community relations,” and
“departmental efficiency” (Jobson and Schneck
1982} In public libraries, dimensions of effec-
tiveness might include ”information delivery,”
“community relations,” “access to services,” or
“administrative processes.”

A dimension, in turn, is made up of more
specific items of effectiveness, called indicators.
An indicator of the dimension “crime preven-
tion” might be “crime rate.” An indicator of the
library dimension “access to services” might
be”adequacy of parking”; an indicator of the
dimension “administrative processes” might be
“written policies.”

The indicator becomes concrete when trans-
lated into a measure of effectiveness. The indicator

Dimension

‘ Indicator A l

Indicator B

v

[ Measure l \} @I
| Measure |

Figure 2. Dimensions, Indicators, and Measures
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Dimension:
Service Offerings

Indicator: Indicator:
Newness of Range of
materials services

\__/

v Y
R Measures:
Measure: ;
A g Numberof Innovative
Medlandpal.tlghcatlon services  program of
offered services

Figure 3. Dimensions, Indicators, and Measures
Hiustrated

suggests a concept on which to focus a review of
effectiveness; the measure offers a specific
means (measure, scale, data element) by which
to gain that focus. To be used as evidence of
effectiveness, an indicator must be turned into a
means by which the organization may be
described. Thus, a measure of the indicator
“adequacy of parking” might be the number of
parking spaces or user satisfaction with parking
accommodations; and a measure of the indicator
“extent to which policies are written” might be
the number of pages of written service policy or
a list of topics on which the library has formally
adopted policies.

A major fallibility of a measure, no matter
how quantitative or “objective,” is that it is not
the thing itself, but a metaphor. “Shades” is a
metaphor for sunglasses. “Rock” is a metaphor
for the hard lumpy grey thing over there. An IQ
score is a metaphor for intelligence. A seasure of
effectiveness is a metaphor for the actual effec-
tiveness of an organization. At best, it approxi-

It is better to be roughly right than exactly wrong.
(Koenig 1980, 39)

mates the thing it represents. It stands for the
thing, but is not the thing, as circulation count
stands for actual circulation, or as number of
parking spaces stands for adequacy of parking.
The measure is rarely perfect. That is, there is
rarely a one-to-one match between the measure
and what one wants to measure. There is almost
always a discrepancy between the measure and
reality, or between the measure and the thing
one wants to measure. A measure like circula-
tion count is very close in concept to the real
thing, actual circulation. However, flaws in
counting regularly lead to inaccuracies in the

R

count; and the measure thus becomes discrepant
with actual circulation. In contrast, number of
parking spaces explains only part of the concept
of "adequacy of parking.” Thus, the measure
and the thing itself are discrepant, regardless of
the accuracy of count. It is humbling, but realis-
tic, to assume that measures are flawed and to
accept that as a challenge for improvement.

Ultimately, we would like to know what
causes effectiveness; what actions bring about
effectiveness? These are deferminants—the things
that make an organization better than it was
before, or better than another organization.
Managers investigate determinants and make
assumptions about them all the time.
Researchers do too. They try to discover the
things that influence the indicators and mea-
sures of effectiveness. For example, does the
training of a librarian influence the quality of
reference service? Does the amount of money
spent on new materials influence the number of
people using the library? Does the form of city
government affect the tax base of the library?
Some determinants are things that managers can
manipulate to bring about—or try to bring
about—improvement, such as circulation loan
period. Some are not manipulable, such as the
ethnic mix of a neighborhood.

While determinants is critical in the chain of
effectiveness concepts, there is little research
that has established the determinants of effec-
tiveness in libraries. Therefore, we concentrate
in this book on indicators and measures and
leave determinants to the wisdom of the local
practitioner or manager and to future research.

Evaluating through Numbers
and through Stories

For the past 15 years, the public library field has
concentrated on developing objective measures
that embrace service consumption and service
quality. The aim was to quantify library “prod-
ucts” in a meaningful way, to describe libraries
in quantitative terms related to what they accom-
plished, rather than what resources (including
human) were used up. The focus was on mea-
sures, numbers, counts, tallies—on how many
items (books, journals, programs, etc.) were
available and how many items were consumed
(borrowed, attended, located, etc.) by the users.
This focus produced an important advance, in
that it offered a fairly comprehensive package of
quantified outputs to the field.
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The whole picture of library goodness requires both
a paint-by-numbers approach and impressionism.

However, an additional insight emerged in
the course of The Public Library Effectiveness
Study. In our talks with library directors, local
officials, and some community leaders, it
became clear that, while numbers are necessary
and useful, something else may be as com-
pelling in representing the library to external
stakeholders: anecdotes, or stories of organiza-
tional achievement. These are essentially stories
of impact that the library has achieved in the
past year: teaching the skill of reading aloud to
an indigent young mother; providing the infor-
mation on trash removal innovations that influ-
enced city council legislation. Indeed, the story
can be negative as well as positive, such as the
impact of inadequate bock funds on one stu-
dent’s homework.

We learmned that representing the library’s
goodness is not limited to numbers. Stories may
have as much impact on decision-makers as
data. Perhaps more. This idea will be developed
in chapter 7, where using data and stories in
talking to stakeholders is discussed.

Evaluating via the General
Systems Model

In considering organizations and their goodness,
a useful framework is the general systems
model. In fact, this framework has been used in
guiding most evaluation efforts. The open sys-
tems model of effectiveness, which was dis-
cussed in chapter 1, springs from the general
systems model. We take a slight pause here in
order to put the process of evaluation in context,
using the general systems model.

The general systems model has been used for
decades to describe the components of systems
of all types and Jevels, ranging from the system
called the Milky Way to the system called a
library to the system called your left big toe.

At its simplest level, a system is a nexus of
interacting elements. The major pieces of a sys-
tem are:

e inputs, the resources that are needed to sup-
port the system (such as the nutrients needed
for a human cell, or library revenues);

e processes, the activities that transform the
inputs to outputs (such as metabolism, or the
library’s book preparation activities);

e outputs, the product of the system (such as
heat from the metabolic process, or library
circulation);

* outcomes, the impact of the system’s outputs
on the external environment (such as #»wth
of the toe, or the library’s impact on individ-
ual or community);

o feedback, the means whereby information
related to output or outcome is “fed back”
into the input or the process stage of the sys-
tem, for purposes of correction (such as lack
of oxygen, or the community’s response to a
library program); and

eenvironment, the context within which the
system exists—an environment that provides
economic and material resources, markets,
political forces, technologies, competitors,
and the like (such as a whole foot and its sur-
rounding shoe, or the political, economic, and
social elements that surround the library).

The model is arranged as shown in figure 4.

y The Environment
,} The System
input —» Process —» Output —» Outcome
\ * Feedback * ) ¢)
~ 4 &

Figure 4. The General Systems Model

The systems model is a major tool for analyz-
ing virtually any system in virtually any disci-
pline—from medical research to thermodynamics
to futurology to information delivery mecha-
nisms——since it lets you see the system in terms of
interactions among its main component parts:
raw materials (input), transformations of these
raw materials (process), resulting products and
their consumption (output) and their effects (out-
come), and information about these things that
sustains and improves the system (feedback).

In viewing an organization, one would like to
see all parts of the system. However, outputs
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and outcomes pose exceptional problems. They
are the least easily observed of all the elements
of the system. They are often a product of not
just the system under study, but other, some-
times unknown, factors which may be far
removed from the system in time and place. For
instance, a branch library’s rate of circulation
may relate more to the educational level of the
community than to the policies or practices of
the library. In the case of many public sector
organizations, such as libraries, the desired out-
comes, such as the nature of impact on the indi-
vidual or community, are often not even articu-
lated. Thus, there are no criteria against which to
hold evidence, and no suggestion of which evi-
dence to collect.

Using a library to illustrate the elements of the
general systems model, one can broadly identify:

*inputs: money, staff, materials, and physical
plant;

® processes: staff, machine, and building activi-
ties;

® outputs: services, materials, and facilities con-
sumed; and

®outcomes: use of information; change in the
client or community.

See figure 5.

Feedback can occur in the form of measures
of output or cutcome that are used, for instance,
to make changes in budget or staffing requests
(input) or in the continuing education of staff or
handling of reference inquiries (process). Feed-
back also comes in non-quantitative forms, such
as letters from users, patrons’ conversations
with library staff, live reactions to library pre-
sentations at community meetings, and so on.

The systems model offers a simple framework
for analyzing an organization'’s effectiveness in a
comprehensive way. It can serve almost as a
checklist of the various broad areas to consider
in evaluating and communicating effectiveness.
To the extent that an organization—a library—
is assessing and communicating its effective-

Input—> Process—3» Output—» Outcome

Money Staff activity Services Change in the
Staff Machine activity consumed  life of the client
Materials  Building activity  Products
Physical consumed
plant
Environment
Library impact on
community

Figure 5. The Systems View of the Library
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ness in all of the four system areas, the organ-
ization is more likely to be representing its effec-
tiveness fully.

Employing the systems approach, Orr (1973)
presents a useful conception of how the various
aspects of organizational performance relate to
each other in libraries. In figure 6, adapted from
Orr, the “quality” of resources (i.e., quantity of
dollars) and organizational effort (capability) are
related—albeit loosely—to the value of services
delivered.

Resources -3 Capability-3» Utilization-3» Beneficial Effects

Demand

Figure 6. The Orr Model of Input and OQutput

However, the links among resources, quality,
and value are neither direct nor obvious.
Libraries have always been required to demon-
strate that they are operating at the lowest possi-
ble cost, or at a reasonable cost, or at least hon-
estly. Historically, the watchful eyes of the
funders and controllers of the public library (city
hall, trustees, taxpayers, etc.) have been trained
on the spending of the resources because this is
the most measurable element of Orr’s model.
There has been much less focus on quality or
value of what the library delivers, at least in part
because this is so much harder to measure. In
our years of interviewing library managers we
have seen more than one public library board
that interprets its job as protecting the taxpayer
from tax increases, rather than achieving good
(quality, or valuable) library services. And we
have seen modestly funded libraries achieve
high performance.

In part, the lack of accounting for quality and
value results from the difficulty of knowing
what quality and value are. The term “value,”
alone, could be interpreted in several ways:

* positive impact on the individual user,
* positive political visibility,
* positive social impact, and
® positive economic impact.

The systems model is useful for a first look at
effectiveness. But it is coarsegrained. As we will
find out later, a finer grained framework will be
needed to set the library on the road to full rep-
resentation of its goodness.
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Conclusion

Evaluation, then, is the exercise of judgment in
which evidence of organizational performance is
compared to criteria. The evidence used may be
of many types, as may be the criteria. A dimen-
sion of effectiveness is a broad aspect of an orga-
nization’s performance that is monitored in
doing evaluation. A dimension is made up of
one or more indicators. An indicator becomes
concrete when operationalized by a measure.
Measures are rarely perfect representations of
their indicators and dimensions. And we should
not limit ourselves to quantitative data; qualita-
tive information and anecdotes can be useful
and persuasive.

The general systems model gives us a way to

evaluate the relationship among the components -
of the organization and between the organiza-
tion and its environment.
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Advances on the
Goodness Question

in Libraries

Wherein is shown how the public library field has
taken steps to improve the way libraries assess and
communicate goodness, The steps include strategic
planning, measurement, personnel appraisal, and
budgeting systems.

Thinkers about general management have
advanced the degree to which organizational
effectiveness can be represented. They have cre-
ated tools that directly or indirectly speak to
goodness—tools that help management to:

* set direction, for the long or short term, and
* control movement in that direction.

The tools relate to money, the future, and
people: budgeting, planning, managing person-
nel, and—most directly to the point of assessing
effectiveness—measuring. While their ultimate
purpose is to make the organization more effec-
tive, they are also used to represent the organiza-
tion’s effectiveness.

Public library management, too, has devel-
oped a repertoire of tools that help set direction
and control organizational activities. The ma-
jor advances have come in planning and mea-
surement. Important, though lesser, advances
have occurred in a number of other areas; for
this book, budgeting and performance appraisal
are singled out to illustrate tools that were
designed for directing and controiling, but are
also useful in assessing and communicating
effectiveness.

In both general management and public li-
brary management, the tools that have been
developed are only partial answers to the good-
ness question, for they each tend to represent
the organization in a particular way (spending,
goals, personnel, and so on). To this extent, they
offer limited views of goodness. Taken together,
they begin to create a patchwork picture of the

21

organization. The purpose of this book is to offer
a more comprehensive view.

Planning and Measurement

Before the 1970s, the explicit criteria by which
the effectiveness of many public libraries was
judged consisted of national standards: a public
library should have so many volumes per capita,
have so many dollars per capita, offer so many
service hours per week, and so on. The last set of
national standards for U.S. public libraries was
issued by the Public Library Association (1967).
Portentously, the introduction to the 1967 edi-
tion indicated that such standards needed
rethinking and a new approach.

Thus was launched a concerted movement to
“localize” the standards by which public
libraries are evaluated, to establish locally the cri-
teria by which libraries are judged. This has
translated into two main thrusts:

planning and
measuring achievement in terms of the plan.

More specifically, the movement for local
determination of library goodness, beginning in
the early 1970s and continuing into the present
day, embraces:

eassessing the local community needs (pre-
planning);

sdeveloping a concrete set of objectives and
strategies for meeting those needs (planning);
and

*measuring the achievement of those objec-
tives.

The localization movement became the major
agenda item of the Public Library Association in
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the mid-1970s and continues in its prominence
today. The movement sought simple and flexi-
ble aids to planning and measurement. It
appears to have succeeded. As this work
evolved, a broad professional consensus devel-
oped. The result has been widespread accep-
tance by the public library community of the
need to plan and measure (and, subsequently,
evaluate) for the local situation.

In the next few pages, we will treat planning
and measurement in reverse order, to show the
historic line of the two developments.

Measurement

For decades, a premise that underlay much
management thought and research was that
somewhere out there was a relatively simple
measure—probably uniform, universal, and uni-
faceted—that would describe the effectiveness
of organizations, generally; and that enough
research and thought should reveal what it was;
and more research and thought would reveal
how to attain it. If there weren't a simple effec-
tiveness measure for all organizations, there was
probably a simple one for all organizations of a
given type—libraries, for example, or at least all
public libraries. Thousands of publications
across a range of fields over the last several
decades bear witness to the search for what
might be called the “Grail of Goodness.”

The library profession joined the crusade. The
quest for the Grail of Library Goodness (Buck-
land 1988] has resulted in thousands of publica-
tions and unpublished in-house reports that
sought better ways of deseriking library effec-
tiveness. These writings have often obscured the
essential point: What is the essence of the
library? To choose a measure of success requires
first a definition of success—i.e., of effectiveness.

The writings have included:

¢ use and user studies;

o cost-benefit and cost-effectiveness analyses;

s reports of library statistics;

sevaluations of library collections;

sworks on measurable objectives and output
measures;

estatements on library standards;

* writings on planning for libraries;

» debates about the essential public library pur-
pose; and

¢ proposals for alternative budget systems.

All of this literature has aimed to describe the
goodness of the library in one way or another.

Obviously, there has been a wide variety of
approaches to and measures of effectiveness.

In recent years, however, it has slowly
dawned on the writers and readers of the man-
agement literature that the Grail of Goodness
may be like the original Grail—a compelling,
shimmering illusion. The idea of effectiveness
has matured. It is now seen as situational,
organic, multifaceted, and a point of view.

The library field has echoed the management
field in proliferating articles and reports on
effectiveness. The mass of library publications
suggests that library goodness is not likely to be
reflected in a single all-purpose measure; that it
has many facets, or dimensions; that it is not
likely to be defined in the same way for all
libraries, or even for all libraries of a given type;
and that it may be defined differently for each
different interest group.

Measures and the Systems Model

For most of the history of public libraries in the
United States, the focus on goodness has been
primarily at the input end of the system. Other
measures used by library managers fell into the
input and process categories, fewer into output,
and even fewer (that is, none) into outcome. To a
large extent, this is because it is universally eas-
ier to measure inputs and processes, and much
harder to measure outputs and outcomes. Par-
ticularly in service organizations, it is difficult to
develop mr:asures of output or outcome, for ser-
vices are often not tangible, have uncertain and
flexible beginning and ending points, and are
unclear as to the value received by the user of
the service.

Figure 7, the Systems View of the Library in
Greater Detail, illustrates the systems model
with examples that fit a public library.

In the mid-1970s, some librarians began to do
something about this imbalance. The first practi-
cal attempt came from DeProspo, Altman, and
Beasley. Their Performance Measures for Public
Libraries (1973) proposed a set of feasible mea-
sures of library service. The companion volume
(Altman and others 1976), gave detailed instruc-
tions for the library wishing to implement the
measures. For the first time, libraries had access
to the keystone of the planning-and-measure-
ment structure: mieasures of output. The authors
offered the local library a relatively simple way
of looking at output and service quality, without
the pain of inventing and testing the measures
themselves.
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Figure 7. The Systems View of the Library in Greater Detail

DeProspo and others built directly on
research that was done at the University of
Pennsylvania. That research, by Hamburg and
others (1972}, sought a single, simple measure of
output that reduced the mission and perfor-
mance of public and academic libraries to their
essence, namely, exposing people to recorded
information. The resulting measure was an esti-
mate of how much exposure clients were likely
to have derived from using a library. It was
called “item-use-day.”

Hamburg and others succeeded in isolating a
single measure, but it was not simple. It did
reduce the mission and activities of the library to
a universal essence, but the measure was diffi-
cult or impossible for most library managers
to apply. The Hamburg search for the Grail of
Library Goodness did not quite reach its objective.

The DeProspo report was easier to use, but it
failed to engage the attention of the average
public librarian. The measures and instructions
still may have been too complex, and the field
may not have been primed sufficiently to adopt
the burden of measurement, however simple.
But leaders among public library managers were
impressed, and 1982 saw a second attempt to
create a measurement manual: Output Measures
for Public Libraries (OMPL) (Zweizig and Rodger
1982). A more readable work, with quite trans-
parent measures, OMPL was adopted by many
libraries across the country, and the improve-
ments of the second edition (Van House and oth-
ers 1987) solidified the popularity of the output
measures approach to evaluating public library
goodness,

OMPL implies that measurement and, ulti-
mately, evaluation are necessary elements in

3

running an effective library. From their wide
adoption of it, public library managers seem to
agree. By virtue of its emphases—measures of
output, as opposed to input or processes—
OMPL implies that service is what matters most.

Twelve years later, Output Measures for Public
Library Service to Children (OMC) was published
(Walter 1992). It parallels OMPL to a large
extent, while adding data elements that are par-
ticular to service to children.

In addition to OMPL, other public library
measurement efforts are under way. The Public
Library Data Service (PLDS) is an annual cumu-
lation and analysis of output measures and
other data from a self-selected set of libraries,
nationwide (Public Library Association 1990).
The output measures of OMPL, selected input
measures, and occasional special data elements
are collected, tabulated, and reported annually.
Libraries report their data voluntarily.

In OMPL and PLDS, the manager has avail-
able a nationally accepted and reported set of
measures of output of public libraries, some
innovative, some traditional. OMPL adds to the
perennial output measure, circulation, such oth-
ers as Reference Fill Rate, Author/Title Fill Rate,
and In-Library Use, providing a more nearly
complete depiction of how the library touches
its users, Public libraries can now paint a more
detailed picture of what the library produces
from its inputs, or resources—a more accurate
assessment of how much the community i3 get-
ting for its tax dollar. The result is a more bal-
anced assessment of the system called library.
On the specific topic of service to youth, OMC
promises the same advancement in measurement
and may come to enjoy the same wide acceptance.
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A recent enterprise, the Federal-State Cooper-
ative Data Service (FSCS), coordinates the collec-
tion of public library data at the state and the
national levels. The data elements (measures)
are traditional ones, emphasizing inputs and
processes, such as “Public Service Hours Per
Week” and “FTE Employees” (Task Force 1989).

In FSCS, the public library manager has a
national reporting network for traditional input
and process data on libraries. The FSCS system
promises to deliver data on almost the total cen-
sus of public libraries in the United States, and
to do it in a timely manner.

Important parts of the goodness question—
quantitative and, to a lesser degree, qualitative
assessment of selected outputs—have been
answered. But many remain.

As public library managers become accus-
tomed to using output measures, thanks to
OMPL, many see a need for more and different
measures that reflect other aspects of the library,
that reflect local objectives, needs, and criteria
more directly, and that speak more directly to
local decision-makers and stakeholders.

Planning

Setting strategic direction for an organization—
also known as long-range planning, strategic
planning, and “comprehensive rational plan-
ning” (Molz 1990)—has become increasingly
important in organizations of all types and has
been a driving concern among many public
library managers for nearly two decades.

The purpose of strategic planning is to direct
an organization successfully into the future—to
determine its mission, goals, and objectives, or a
"vision of success” (Bryson 1988) and to estab-
lish the means by which it will get there. The
process and the resulting document (the plan)
direct the organization’s behavior. And then the
organization’s effectiveness is judged by com-
paring its accomplishments with its plan: “Did
we achieve what we planned? How effective are
we, in terms of our vision?”

The formal planning process is the means by
which the organization (1) sets its direction for
the future, (2) establishes the criteria by which it
will judge itself, and (3) designs the actions
needed to succeed.

In the planning process, evaluation of organi-
zational effectiveness is ultimately a question of
how well the organization matches its vision of
success. Certain products of formal planning can
be used in evaluating the organization’s effec-

tiveness more explicitly, namely, objectives.
Objectives contain explicit criteria against which
evaluations can be made. In the ideal, they are
based on quantitative measures (for instance,
“register x% of the adult population”). With
quantitative measures, the degree of success in
achieving an objective—that is, goodness—can
be assessed unambiguously. The organization’s
strategies may be altered if they prove not to be
successful, as determined by looking at the
objectives and measures together.

The first planning manual for public librari-
ans grew directly out of the localization move-
ment among the public library leadership. A
Planning Process for Public Libraries (Palmour,
Bellasai, and DeWath) appeared in 1980. It was
revised substantially and reincarnated in Plan-
ning and Role Setting for Public Libraries (PRSPL—
McClure and others 1987). PRSPL provides
guidance in assessing community needs for pub-
lic library service; offers a set of standard roles
from which a public library might choose in
building its broad statement of mission; and
takes the reader through the steps of a formal
strategic planning process. The second edition of
the measures volume, OMPL, is explicitly linked
to the planning manual, to form a coordinated
set of recipes for planning and measurement.

Planning and Evaluation

The two manuals approach planning and mea-
surement in a traditional way and are based on
some standard assumptions:

First, that the library can identify a unified set
of goals and objectives that are to be opti-
mized.

Second, that there is sufficient constancy in
the library and its environment for long-
term planning to make sense.

Third, that the library can identify and mea-
sure at least its major outputs.

Fourth, that decisions about resource alloca-
tion are made at least in part rationally,
based on data.

Fifth, that the library has some control over
its outputs and outcomes.

Sixth, that the evaluation system affects deci-
sions about the library’s direction, objec-
tives, and strategies. What the organization
knows and pays attention to shapes the
judgments and choices that are made.

Seventh, that planning and measurement
depend to some degree on the political
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process, which involves multiple stake-
holder groups.

Any management tool can be misused if
applied too zealously, without regard for its lim-
its. In the last ten years or so, a number of
respected management analysts have criticized
formal goals-based planning in one respect or
another, and have proposed alternatives (Molz
1990). One of the most eminent writers,
Mintzberg (1989), warns against monolithic
devotion to formal strategic planning. He claims
that it is analytic rather than synthetic, that it
“decomposes” the broad direction of the organi-
zation into specific objectives and particular
means for achieving them—usually evaluated
using hard data—and that, therefore, it tends to
produce “incremental adaptations rather than
innovative breakthroughs” (Mintzberg 1989, 72).
It shows a concern for the trees rather than the
forest. The result can be an organizational
agenda that is rigid, detailed, and unimagina-
tive; often correct, in the micro and wrong in the
macro aspects of the organization’s management.

Mintzberg proposes an additional type of
direction-setting, one which permits “synthesis”
of the organization’s strengths with environ-
mental realities and which allows intuition, cre-
ativity, and inspiration in the planning process.
He claims that this format is more likely to result
in innovative direction for the organization.
Moreover, he says that both the syntletic and ana-
Iytic approaches are necessary—the former to
achieve Bryson’s vision of success, the latter to
control activity in the direction of that vision.

What are the implications of all this for assess-
ing and communicating library effectiveness?

* That the organization cannot substitute analy-
sis for a good vision of success.

*That the library’s method of representing
itself must speak to both the vision and the
specific objectives and strategies by which the
library achieves the vision.

eThat innovation may well arise from unex-
pected information about the library’s perfor-
mance, its users, or its community and envi-
ronment.

*That the planning process itself generates a
need for added information, as questions
arise about how well the library is doing.

¢ That the planning process results, in part, in
the design of the library’s evaluation sys-
tem: The goals and objectives define the crite-
ria and measures by which some evaluation
takes place.

*And vice versa, that the evaluation system
directs decision-makers’ attention and helps
them define the goals and objectives.

*That the ability of data to reflect organiza-
tional reality is limited. Therefore, evaluation
cannot be restricted to quantifiable informa-
tion. The complete picture requires a multi-
tude of representations, information that is
both quantitative and qualitative, and infor-
mation that tells how successful the library is
in achieving a particular objective (for in-
stance, increasing usership by 20 percent) as
well as achieving a general vision (for
instance, becoming a valued gateway to infor-
mation for municipal officials). Both data and
stories will be required to paint the whole
library picture.

Budgeting

Budgets are an essential way of representing an
organization’s effectiveness. Although the bud-
get, strictly speaking, is a projection of the
library’s economic future—a contract for spend-
ing—it becomes a report of expenditures, in ret-
rospect, a record of past spending. The record
provides funders and governors of the service
with information about the return on their
investment (goodness achieved) for making
comparisons across organizational units or cost
centers.

The simplest budget format is the lump-sum,
or memo-type, budget. It consists simply of allo-
cating an amount of money to an activity (orga-
nization), with no specification as to how or why
the money is to be spent. This form of budget
simply asserts that the organization will spend
an allocation of money. Many assumptions are
embedded in this approach: that the organiza-
tion is producing the right products or services;
that it is doing so with acceptable efficiency; that
it addresses the right markets; and that it
reaches the right customers in sufficient num-
bers. In short, that it is good. (A contrasting
assumption is that even more complex budge-
ing systems do not adequately account for expen-
ditures and outputs and that this approach is
adopted out of despair for all others.)

In fact, the weakness of the lump-sum budget
in controlling and representing goodness is why
most organizations, including libraries, have
abandoned such a budget format for more com-
plex ones.

The drive toward greater accountability in
organizations requires a sharper representation
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of effectiveness and has led to budgeting inno-
vations. Formats have evolved to express the
organization’s effectiveness more completely.
The new formats have allowed the budget to
grow from an instrument that dwelt single-
mindedly on inputs to one that includes out-
puts. A budget can now make statements about
the transformation of input (resource) to output
(consumed service), not just the consumption of
input. Greater accountability of the organization
is the goal. Some proposed formats—although
extremely difficult to implement—have blended
elements of strategic planning, evaluating, and
costing into a mighty management machine that
integrates goals, costs, outputs, and measures of
service. Such budget formats are complex instru-
ments of planning and control.

The line-item budget, the most common format,
shows the costs of specific input categories or
items, such as staff salaries and benefits, sup-
plies, operation of the physical plant, library
materials, and the like. The line-item budget
specifies budgetary inputs to the organization,
but shows no relationship to the processes within
the organization or to its outputs. It presents
expenditures more finely than the lump-sum
budget. And it is possible to use the information
in more interesting ways—for instance, compar-
ing materials expenditure and staff expenditure.
Still, it specifies nothing other than inputs.

The program budget shows the costs of broad
programs of activity, such as technical services,
circulation, reference, administrative services, or
public relations. It attempts to link input (money
spent) to process (organizational activity) so that
budgeting is more closely tied to the organiza-
tion’s functioning.

The performance budget displays the costs of
broad programs of activity as well as the levels
of program performance to be achieved during
the budget period—for instance, “process 3,000
new titles during the year” and “handle 10,000
reference questions per reference librarian dur-
ing the year.” Performance levels are specified
for each program of activity, which may be
either internal processes or products (outputs) of
the library.

The Planning, Programmiing, and Budgeting Sys-
tem (PPBS) incorporates objectives—particularly
product/service objectives—of the organization,
linked to alternative means of achieving the objec-
tives, to measures by which to evaluate the degree
of success in achieving the objectives, and, of
course, to costs of achieving the objectives. This
complex form of budgeting brings output objec-

tives, measures, money, and aspects of strategic
planning (objectives and alternatives, especially)
together. The effectiveness picture that PPBS
paints is primarily one of benefit-for-cost—how
much benefit is received for what cost. The com-
plexity of this budget format, the expense of
honoring all of its requirements, and the need to
be almost spiritually in tune with its premise
and all of its interlocking elements caused it to
collapse from its own weight. Not many years
after PPBS’s adoption as the federal govern-
ment’s budgeting bible, it was abandoned (Molz
1990). Few organizations use it today.

The zero-based budget (ZBB) shows program
bundles, alternative possible levels of program
achievement, and the related costs. In essence,
ZBB offers (1) aiternative levels of effectiveness
and of funding to the funding authorities and (2)
when last year’s spending and accomplishments
are reviewed, a comparison of actual effectiveness
in each program area to the levels of effective-
ness that might have been achieved with less, or
more, funding. Some variations on ZBB have
included performance measures.

As it did to most life forms, evolution made
the simple budget format complex. ZBB is so
complex that very few libraries, if any, use it in
its full form, if we can assume that a sample of
15 libraries in the mid-80s is still somewhat rep-
resentative today (Koenig and Alperin 1985).
But we could speculate from the same data that
a number of libraries are probably using some
modification of it today—perhaps as many as
one-third, according to that study. PPBS is even
more complex, and its extinction seems even
more certain, perhaps a fait accompli. Koenig
and Alperin indicated that none of the 15
libraries had even tried it. Used or not, the two
formats show how budgeting mechanisms have
been invented to give more ccmplete represen-
tations of effectiveness.

In a recent best-selling book, Osborne and
Gaebler (1992) describe several entrepreneurial
alternatives to budgeting. They are offered as
improvements on most current public-sector
budgeting methods which, according to Os-
borne and Gaebler, are not tied to results and
encourage waste (particularly the spend-it-or-
lose-it rule common to most public budgets). A
summary of Osborne’s and Gaebler’s alterna-
tives follows.

1. Mission-driven budgeting eliminates line
items, minimizes rules, and maximizes flexi-
bility. In its simplest manifestation, budgets
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are iormula-driven. Each department gets
last year’s appropriation, with an increment
for inflation and population growth. Money
that isn’t spent by the end of the fiscal year
can be kept, giving units an incentive to save
money and the resources to test new ideas
and respond to changing circumstances.

2. Output budgeting focuses on outputs of ser-
vices. It defines and measures mission and
outputs. Funding may or may not be tied
directly to output volume. When it is, legis-
lators base their decisions on the levels of
service that they want to achieve.

3. Outcome budgeting focuses on quality of
outcome of services produced, not just vol-
ume. Outcome is measured; funding may or
may not be tied to the levels and quality of
outcome achieved. When it is, again legisla-
tors base their decisions on the levels of ser-
vice that they want to achieve.

4. Customer-driven budgeting puts control of
the budget in the hands of the consumer
through vouchers, cash grants, and funding
systems that allocate a dollar amount for
each person served.

The authors discuss the circumstances under
which each of these approaches may or may not
be appropriate, and their strengths and limita-
tions. What is important is that each of these
approaches, like the “evolved” budget forms
discussed earlier, is an attempt to connect more
closely the funds expended and the results
achieved, and in addition seeks to create incen-
tives for public organizations to maximize the
yield on their expenditures.

Budget formats have evolved from input- to
output-oriented, from simple statements of
resource to be expended toward statements
complex enough “to inspire rational choices
from among alternative courses of action” (Molz
1990, 48). To this extent, the latter-day formats
result in richer statements about an organiza-
tion’s effectiveness. Budgeting is a political pro-
cess, and the newer budgeting formats are
intended to represent the organization’s effec-
tiveness more comprehensively, showing at the
same time the relationship between input, pro-
cess, output/outcome, and the environment
(Wildavsky 1968).

All of these more complex methods are aimed
at clarifying for decision-makers the services or
outputs that they are “buying” with budget allo-
cations. In doing so, they highlight the need to
define and measure the organization’s effective-

ness to ensure that it is producing the right out-
puts and maximizing the yield from its resources.

Appraising Individual
Performance

Even libraries that don’t appraise organization-
level effectiveness generally do appraise indi-
vidual performance, as a result of the growing
legal complexities of the entire area of person-
nel. Performance appraisal addresses individual
rather than organizational effectiveness. In its
more contemporary forms, performance
appraisal parallels at the individual level some
aspects of organization-level strategic planning
and measurement. Thus, it also deals with effec-
tiveness. Two methods are especially worth
mention: MBO and BARS.

Management by Objectives (MBO) is a
method of directing individual effort and assess-
ing individual effectiveness against explicit per-
formance objectives and measures of achieve-
ment. It is parallel in these respects to formal
strategic planning. In its simplest form, it
amounts to periodic discussions between
employee and employer in which employee per-
formance is evaluated against concrete, often
quantified, objectives (e.g., “make 600 students
library-literate in six months”) and new objec-
tives are set for the next evaluation period. MBO
is focused on the employee’s “output” effective-
ness—the extent to which the employee has per-
formed effectively—and emphasizes results
rather than effort.

Although MBO is not being used, per se, by
many library organizations (Molz 1990), it has
influenced personnel practice in many libraries
as well as other public sector organizations
because of its emphasis on specific employee
achievement,

An alternative to MBO is the behaviorally
anchored rating scale (BARS), a more recent
invention. In part, BARS arose because achieve-
ment of effect in many areas is difficult to assess.
For instance, one can easily count the number of
students a librarian instructs in library skills, but
it is more difficult to assess the degree to which
skills were learned. In such a case, one may turn
to BARS, wherein the employee’s behaviors,
rather than achievement, are assessed—such as
the number of people given bibliographic
instruction or, in the reference function, the
employee’s number of questions answered,
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manner of interaction with the user, skill at
negotiating a question, and so forth. BARS is
focused on the employee’s “processes.”

In many organizations, especially public sec-
tor organizations—including public libraries—it
may be desirable to use both methods in combi-
nation. One would appraise the achievement of
actual output where possible and, lacking that,
the achievement of desirable behaviors. Schneier
and Beatty (1979) offer a means for merging the
two performance appraisal methods. The view
of individual effectiveness is not clearly focused
c1 one aspect or another, but on a mixture:
behaviors here, outputs there. There is an
acknowledged unevenness in such an appraisal.
The caution, when talking about organization-
level effectiveness, is that it is not equatable with
individual effectiveness. Summing up individ-
ual employee effectiveness does not necessarily
offer an accurate picture of organization effec-
tiveness. Conceivably, an organization with
employees appraised as effective could be, as a
whole, ineffective—the employees doing good
jobs individually, but the wrong jobs in terms of
what the customer needs or wants.

Conclusion

A number of management tools have been
developed to help libraries assess and represent
their effectiveness. The most notable are Plan-
ning and Role Setting for Public Libraries and Oui-
put Measures for Public Libraries, which have been
widely adopted. These both take a goal-based
approach, which, as we have seen, is only one of
several possible approaches, and imply a set of
assumptions about decision-making that may
not always hold.

Related management tools include budgeting
and performance evaluation. Both are used to
assess and control organizational performance,
and for each a variety of methods has been pro-
posed that can describe to varying degrees the
library’s effectiveness.

Underlying each of these tools is the general
systems model that assumes that the organiza-
tion can define effectiveness, assess its effective-
ness, and then make the needed course correc-
tions to use its resources to even greater effect. A
critical component of this model of decision-
making is that the various levels of decision-
makers can define their goals (and agree on those
goals) and that they have adequate information
to assess the organization and make decisions.

This is relatively easy (perhaps not easy, but
relatively easy) when an organization has a lim-
ited set of decision-makers to be concerned
about and produces a clear product. It is more
difficult when the organization is in the public
sector, with a complex array of stakeholders,
and when the organization’s goals are unclear
and multiple and its products intangible and
transitory.

The next chapter looks at the nature of the
public library and defining and assessing its
effectiveness.
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The Nature of the

Library Organization
and Implications for

Effectiveness

Being an analysis of what makes the public library
organization tick in its environment—how it lives
and changes and the elements that determine its
goodness.

The discussion up to this point has been
about effectiveness in fairly general terms and
about the tools that libraries have used to moni-
tor and improve their effectiveness. The purpose
of this chapter is to look more closely at the
characteristics of the public library and what
they imply for the processes of monitoring and
presenting the library’s effectiveness.

The Nature of the Library

Effectiveness is a shifting concept, the definition
and presentation of which are largely dependent
on political, social, and economic contexts. A
large number of stakeholders contribute to deci-
sion-making about the library. Their preferences
about the library’s various features (physical
plant, resources, staff, services, community
impact, and so on) and their assessment are criti-
cal. The rational, goal-maximizing concept of
effectiveness that underlies the tools described
in chapter 2 is useful, especially in representing
achievement of expressed goals; but it is a lim-
ited view of effectiveness, especially in light of
these characteristics:

¢ The library is publicly funded.
¢ The library produces services (not goods).
» Library use is largely self-service.

The Library as a Public
Organization

Osborne and Gaebler (1992) identify many of the
problems inherent in measuring results in the

public sector. They offer the following precepts
for performance measurement in the public sec-
tor (pp. 146-54):

* What gets measured gets done.

oIf you don't measure results, you can’t tell
success from failure.

* If you can’t see success, you can’t reward it.

«If you can’t reward success, you're probably
rewarding failure.

*If you can’t see success, you can’t learn from it.

*If you can’t recognize failure, you can’t cor-
rect it.

*If you can demonstrate results, you can win
public support.

A number of features of public sector organi-
zations make assessing and presenting effective-
ness both important and problematical:

1. Revenues and outputs are separated. In public
sector organizations, revenues are separated
from delivery of service. The taxpayers and
the decision-makers who mandate and over-
see the library are not necessarily those who
benefit from the library. Library manage-
ment shares many major decisions with peo-
ple outside the library (Heymann 1987),
some of whom are genuinely concerned
about the library, some of whom are not.
Representing the library’s effectiveness,
then, is critical because revenues depend on
political decision-makers, not consumers.

2. A common metric is lacking. Public-sector
organizations generally lack an agreed-upon
bottom line by which they are to be evalu-
ated, such as (in the private sector) net prof-
its or return on investment. The more vague
the goals and the more difficult the outputs
and outcomes are to identify and measure,
the more difficult it is to choose how to rep-
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resent the library and identify a basis for
evaluation.

- The decision-making process is bigger than the

library. Decisions about public library fund-
ing are made within a larger context. The
political process consists of interest groups,
power, and log-rolling. The library’s budget
is just one of a series of decisions that the key
players make, as they come together again
and again for budget and policy decisions.
They develop a continuing relationship. The
process is somewhat like a courtroom where
the judge, prosecutor, and defense attorney
see one another in court repeatedly while the
defendant—supposedly the most important
person there—is just passing through. The
library is just one of many loc.l services
addressed in the decision-making process,
and it can easily be an alien presence.

. The library has neither foes nor champions. The

library is what Wilson (1989) terms a majori-
tarian bureaucracy: few citizens actively
work either for or against it. The library costs
each taxpayer relatively little, so few work to
avoid or reduce library costs. The benefits of
the library for most individuals are also rela-
tively small, so people rarely work to acquire
them. Schools offer a contrasting example:
many parents are willing to invest consider-
able time and effort to ensure that their chil-
dren get good schooling. And the size of the
school taxes gives at least some taxpayers
sufficient incentive to monitor school perfor-
mance and spending.

Although library support (and opposi-
tion) may be mobilized on particular deci-
sions, the library does not have a readily
identifiable, ongoing constituency operating
within the political sphere on a regular basis.
The closest is the library friends group. Such
groups can provide economic support, such
as fund-raising and volunteer service, on a
continuing basis. However, they tend to
mobilize politically only in crises, which
reduces their effectiveness because they are
not part of the ongoing political process. In
contrast, interest groups that play an active
role in decisions about many government
services are more powerful, in part, because
they use their influence repeatedly, on a
number of issues. Decision-makers are more
likely to worry about taking a stand that
incites their opposition.

On the positive side, the public library
field can point to examples where external

advocacy has been cultivated. Tulsa is one
instance where the director has forged an
ongoing political and fiscal alliance with the
power elite of the community (Robbins and
Zweizig 1992).

5. Library benefits are not widely self-evident. The
public library may be at an added disadvan-
tage because its value may be less self-evi-
dent than that of public services that obvi-
ously address pressing social needs: when
the water supply or trash collection is being
threatened, how willing are politicians to
support a library, whose benefits are diffuse
or uncertain?

The Service Organization

Libraries share with other service organizations
several characteristics that affect the assessment
and presentation of their effectiveness. The most
notable characteristics are the intangibility of
their outputs, the face-to-face quality of much
service delivery, and uncertainty about cause
and effect.

1. Intangibility. Service organizations produce
services rather than goods. Service is intangi-
ble. That is, it cannot always be easily
observed or stored. The library consists, in a
sense, of readiness to serve. Until someone
uses the library’s resources, no service is pro-
duced. And when service does take place—
whether employee-delivered or self-ser-
vice—there is not always a trace left to be
observed and rounted. Book circulation,
which is easily measured, is only part of
library use; in-house use of library facilities
and materials, and consultation with the
staff, are harder to capture.

2. Partnership between staff and client. Direct per-
sonal contact between staff and client is
required for many services. When the indi-
vidual employee interacts directly with the
client, both the employee and the user are
critical to the nature and quality of service
provided. From the employee side, the ser-
vice delivered depends on instantaneous
decisions: What does this client need? What
should I do? How far should I go?

From the client side, the information ex-
changed between employee and client is the
fundamental raw material of any service inter-
action (Mills 1986). The client communicates
his or her need, assesses the appropriateness
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of the service provided, and determines
when the transaction is terminated. The
library employee’s ability to help is circum-
scribed by the user’s ability and willingness
to work with the staff member in translating
his or her need into something the library
can respond to.

. Indeterminant technology. A third characteris-

tic of libraries as service organizations is fre-
quent uncertainty about the best way to do
things. It is often difficult to link cause and
effect, inputs, processes, outputs, and out-
comes. This characteristic is called indeter-
minant technology and is common in profes-
sional service, which depends on the
individual application of judgment to each
case that comes to hand.

Technology, in this sense, is the combina-
tion of know-how, processes, and resources
used to create services. When technology is
determinant, it is easy to specify what the
organization must do to deliver good ser-
vice. Organizations like McDonald’s rely on
determinant technology to control the qual-
ity of the product delivered across thousands
of service outlets.

The more customized the service re-
quired, and the less we know about the links
between activities and outcomes, the greater
the reliance on the individual employee’s
efforts and judgment. Checking out books
rclies on determinant technology. Selecting
materials uses indeterminant technology;
ordering them uses determinant technology.
Answering reference questions can be highly
indeterminant.

. Obscrving only the observable. Our under-

standing of the links between library services
:nd outcomes (as opposed to outputs) is
even less complete. Outcomes take place
later, often much later, and outside the
library, as the person acts on the information
or is changed in some way as a result of the
library use. Children’s use of the public
library helps them do better in the learning
process, librarians assume. But how can that
be assessed? How can the library measure its
role in the child’s learning? Which kinds of
materials and services have the greatest
impact? Who are the most cffective staff
members, and why? Does any of this vary
among different groups of children?
Managing and evaluating employee and
organizational performance are complex
when the service transaction is difficult to

observe and to control. The monitoring of
service quality may often be done only on an
intermittent, obtrusive basis. Many of the
measures in Output Measures for Public
Libraries (Van House and others 1987), for
example, rely on reports from users or staff;
others rely on sampling. In many libraries,
assessment of service quality (as opposed to
quantity) is based more on client complaints
than on any systematic assessment.

What is most observable in service organi-
zations is not outputs and outcomes so much
as processes. Management may not know
what people accomplish, but it does know
what they are doing. The processes that can
be observed are primarily those performed
by the staff and, to a lesser degree, by the
clientele. When processes and outputs are
observed but outcomes are not, the organiza-
tion often becomes what Wilson (1989) has
termed a procedural organization. The
emphasis is on how people do their jobs and
further, on the observable parts of their
jobs—that is, are they following established
procedures?

Evaluation of service organizations such
as libraries, therefore, often emphasizes the
organizations’ processes and their observ-
able outputs, on the assumption that the
result is effective outputs and outcones. More
generally, evaluation addresses that which is
observable with the hope that it correlates
with that which is important, but not observ-
able.

Self-Service

Library use is largely self-service. D'Elia and
Rodger (1991) found, for example, that fewer
than half (42 percent) of the users of the Free
Library of Philadelphia asked a librarian for
assistance. Often, the only contact with the staff
is at the circulation desk; the rest of the user’s
visit amounts to self-service. Present in many
services, such as automated tellers and self-ser-
vice gas stations, this concept is termed copro-
duction: The user helps to produce his or her
own service.

Advances in information technology are
increasing the range of activities that users can
perform for themselves. CD-ROMS, for example,
allow the user to do the kind of bibliographic
searching that used to be limited to the staff.

Unfortunately, many library users fail when
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working on their own, or at least aren’t as suc-
cessful as they could have been had they been
more expert or made more use of staff. This is
the case with traditional services, and may be
even more so with advanced information
resources.

Self-service limits both the library’s ability to
serve anc its ability to assess and represent its
service. Outputs are even more difficult to assess
when they are self-service. The only directly
observable outputs are those that involve a
library process, such as circulation. How does
the library know whether users found what they
were looking for? Were the things found what
they actually needed? Could the library have
done more to help? Could the users have done a
better job? Assessment of such performance fac-
tors is difficult.

The critical role of the library user in library
services—as a participant in the face-to-face ser-
vice transactions and in self-service—further
complicates the control and assessment of ser-
vice quality. The outputs and outcomes of
library use are a function of both the library and
the user. It may be difficult to separate the con-
tribution of each and to evaluate the library’s
performance.

Conclusion

As a publicly supported organization, the library
depends for its resources on the political pro-
cess, not on direct assessment by its users. The
political process is large and complex, embrac-
ing a much broader agenda than just the
library’s funding, and with a large and varied
set of players. The public library is often at a dis-
advantage in this process because it rarely gen-
erates strong feelings among regular partici-
pants in the budget process.

The library has to figure out how to explain
its mission and persuasively illustrate its excel-

lence. It is hampered in this by the nature of its
services: intangible and fleeting and, therefore,
difficult to count and evaluate. The library is
also highly dependent on the user as a partici-
pant in the service transaction, making cross-
organizational comparison especially tricky (for
example, circulation is much easier for the
library to generate in more educated communi-
ties than in less educated ones). And, finally, the
connection between library operations and out-
puts and community outcomes is delayed, indi-
rect, and difficult to describe. What has the
library done for children at risk in this commu-
nity? Where would they be without the library?
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The Public Library
Effectiveness Study

Below, a brief description of the research on which is
based a model of public library effectiveness.

A comprehensive framework for representing
your library’s effectiveness is presented in the
next chapter. To some extent, the model and its
discussion are based on our experience in evalu-
ating and planning for libraries over many
years. To a much larger extent, the model is
based on our field research in 1988 to 1990 called
the Public Library Effectiveness Study. The
study originally appeared in several pieces
(Childers and Van House 1989a, b, c; Van House
and Childers 1990). The full report of that study,
incorporating the original pieces and additional
analyses, can be found in The Public Library Effec-
tiveness Study: The Complete Report (Van House
and Childers 1993), a companion volume to this
book.

This chapter capsulizes the Public Library
Effectiveness Study and sets the foundation for
the model of public library effectiveness.

Purpose

The Public Library Effectiveness Study was
undertaken to define effectiveness for the U.S.
public library, to answer the question, “What are
the characteristics of an effective public library?”
Its purpose was not to identify effective
libraries, but to identify the features that people
look for in assessing a library’s effectiveness—
the indicators of effectiveness.

Method

The study employed a series of interviews with
selected library stakeholders in five communi-
ties on the east and west coasts, followed by a
national survey of nearly 2,500 people represent-

ing seven library stakeholders groups: library
managers, library service staff, members of
friends groups, trustees, users, local government
officials, and community leaders.

Each respondent was asked to state how
important it would be to know about a given
item (indicator) if he or she had to describe the
effectiveness of his or her library to a peer. Sixty-
one indicators were culled from the literature
and interviews and collapsed from 257 specific
items. The intention was to identify the value
attached to each indicator, so as to prioritize the
list for public libraries, generally, not to evaluate
a particular public library.

Findings

Indicators of Effectiveness

The study generated a comprehensive list of
indicators of library effectiveness, ranked and
classified so as to indicate how the various con-
stituents, together or separately, view the public
library—that is, which indicators they prefer to
look at when they assess the goodness of the
public library institution. In addition to the 61
indicators on the questionnaire, respondents
were asked to add any indicators they thought
were missing. Thus, a 62nd indicator, Political
and Fiscal (External) Viability of the Library, was
uncovered as potentially important. It was writ-
ten in by 2.5 percent of the total respondents—
about 60 people. Had it been suggested on the
questionnaire, it is safe to assume that many
respondents would have rated it highly.

Differences among Stakeholders

One of the most interesting results of the sur-
vey is that the seven stakeholder groups, rather
than having very dissimilar views of the public
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library, tend to have relatively similar views.
They tend to look at the same things in assess-
ing public library goodness, rather than differ-
ent things. That the survey instrument finds
only subtle differences across groups may be a
function of the instrument and of survey research
methods generally. Qualitative research meth-
ods such as in-depth interviews are better able
to tease out these kinds of differences. And
the interviews did reveal some subtle differ-
ences. Furthermore, a close look at the survey
data shows differences among the groups
in the particular weights they give to each of
the indicators. These are discussed further in
chapter 7.

Dimensions of Effectiveness

The survey results can be used to look at the
broad dimensions of public library effectiveness.
Because of their overall similarity, data for all
stakeholder groups were used to group the
effectiveness indicators into sets, or dimensions,
of effectiveness which are composed of related
indicators.

Factor analysis produced the dimensions by
grouping fogether the indicators that were simi-
larly rated by the respondents. Factor analysis—
a common statistical technique for condensing
massive amounts of data—computes which
items in a study (indicators) are most closely
correlated—that is, which items (indicators) con-
sistently receive similar ratings by the respon-
dents. If two items receive similar ratings consis-
tently, they are viewed, in factor analysis, to be
measuring the same underlying thing. Thus,
they belong in the same factor (dimension of
library performance).

After the computation of factors, the
researcher’s job is to name each factor so as to
include all items. The ideal is that each factor
can be given a name that is simple, excludes no
item that has fallen into the factor, and intrudes
on the conceptual space of no other factor in the
computation.

The researcher can approach factor analysis
from several different statistical points of view.
This gives the researcher the flexibility to pro-
duce several factor solutions from the same data
in order to arrive at that best set of factors—
"best” depending, in part, on how much of the
relationship among variables is accounted for in
the factor and, in part, on the interpretability
(nameability) of the results.

The groupings produced by the factor analy-
sis generated the “definition” of public library

effectiveness. The public library’s effectiveness
is defined through the Public Library Effective-
ness Study as:

Dimension 1:
Traditional Counts of Library Activity

Dimension 2: Internal Processes

Dimension 3: Community Fit

Dimension 4: Access to Materials

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

Dimension 6: Boundary Spanning

Dimension 7: Service Offerings

Dimension 8: Service to Special Groups

The dimensions and their subordinate indicators
are the basis for “A Model of Public Library
Effectiveness” (AMPLE) in the next chapter. A
fundamental strength of AMPLE is that it is
based on data from the field. Now and then, an
indicator seems to be out of place in its dimen-
sion; however, most of the indicators fit logically
under their respective dimensions. The dimen-
sions and their subordinate indicators remain as
they appeared in the reports of the research,
with only a couple of words changed. They are
listed in order of their statistical importance in
defining the dimensions, from most to least
important.

Dimension 1: Traditional Counts

Use and Users

Number of Visits to Library

Reference Volume

Circulation

Variety of Users

Materials Turnover

Materials Expenditure

Total Expenditures

Program Attendance

In-library Use

Materials Owned

Staff Size

Reference Fill Rate

Staff Expenditures

Equipment Usage

Use of Library Compared to Other
Services/Events
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Dimension 1 conjures up measures that have
been used for decades in describing public
libraries. The measures are not unlike those that
might be reported for any public sector opera-
tion: the major inputs to the organization, the
extent to which its products or services are used,
and its broad penetration into the market (popu-
lation). At the bottom of the list are two indica-
tors that were less tightly linked to the others,
both in the study responses and intuitively:
Equipment Usage and Use of Library Compared
to Other Services/Events, which could not be
considered “traditional.” They appear in the
same dimension because they have similar lev-
els of importance in the respondents’ opinions.

In Dimension 4, materials are the prime focus—
materials obtained either from the library’s own
shelves, or from outside sources. Speed and cost
are also aspects of access that easily fit here.

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities
Building Appeal
Convenience of Building Location
Building Easy to Identify
Parking
Building Suitability

One of the most coherent dimensions is Dimen-
sion 5. All indicators focus on one aspect or
another of Physical Facilities.

Dimension 2: Internal Processes

Managerial Competence

Staff Morale

Staff Quality

Efficiency of Library Operations
Wiritten Policies

Goal Achievement

Staff Helpfulness

Safety of Users

Support of Intellectual Freedom

Dimension 2 deals mostly with the internal work-
ings of the library: management and supervision,
characteristics of staff, organizational climate,
and control of internal activities. Intuitively, Sup-
port of Intellectual Freedom and Staff Helpful-
ness seem not to fit this dimension as well.

Dimension 3: Community Fit

Community Awareness of Offerings
Users’ Evaluation

Contribution to Community Well-Being
Services Suited to the Community
Public Opinion

Flexibility of Library Management
Relations with Community Agencies
Community Analysis

Staff Suitability to Community
Public Relations

Staff Contact with Users

Community Fit contains indicators that speak to
the library’s relationship to the community it
serves,

Dimension 4: Access to Materials

Information about Other Collections
Inter-Library Loan

Cooperation with Other Libraries
Speed of Service

Materials Availability

Extent Services are Free

Dimension é: Boundary Spanning

Political and Fiscal Viability of the Library
(Indicator #62, added from write-in
response)

Board Activeness

Voluntary Contributions (Gifts, Money, Time)

Library Products (Booklists, Guides, etc.)

Energy Efficiency of Building

Continuing Education for Staff

Planning and Evaluation

Public Involvement in Library Decisions

Dimension 6 incorporates indicators that relate
to spanning the boundaries between the library
and the external environment—boards and vol-
unteers, products that advertise the library’s ser-
vices, public involvement in running the library,
planning (which considers intezfaces between
the library and the outside world), and Continu-
ing Education for Staff (which exposes staff to
outside influences). The ill-fitting indicator in
this dimension is Energy Efficiency of Building.

Dimension 7: Service Offerings

Range of Materials
Range of Services
Convenience of Hours
Materials Quality
Newness of Materials

Dimension 7 offers a coherent set of indicators
that define broadly the nature and quality of ser-
vices offered.

Dimension 8: Service to Special Groups

Handicapped Access
Special Group Services

A small dimension comprised of only two indi-
cators, both of which describe services to groups
needing special attention, although Handi-
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Traditional Internal Traditional Community fit
counts processes counts
Physicat facilities Access to materials Access to materials
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Boundary Service to special groups
Spanning Community fit
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Figure 8. Preference Dimensions Arrayed on the Systems Continuum

Goals

Process

Systems Resource
Muitiple Constituents

Traditional Counts, Access to Materials, Service to Special Groups
Internal Processes, Service Offerings, Boundary Spanning
Traditional Counts, Boundary Spanning

Community Fit, Service to Special Groups, Boundary Spanning

Figure 9. Preference Dimensions Compared with the Four Models of Effectiveness

capped Access ‘s far more specific than Special
Group Services.

A glance at the indicators listed under the
eight dimensions affirms that the model gener-
ated by the research is a broad one. When the
dimensions are placed under the most related
elements of the systems model, as in figure 8—
repeating dimensions as the diversity of their
indicators calls for it—they cover the contin-
uum. Even at this most general level of analysis,
one easily sees that the dimensions range across
inputs, processes, and outputs and, by virtue of
some of the indicators under the dimension
“community fit,” even into library outcomes.

One can also compare the dimensions with
the four major views of organizational effective-
ness. As you will recall from chapter 1, the four
major views of organizational effectiveness are:

Goal: The goal model views effectiveness in
terms of the organization’s achievement of
specific ends, stressing outputs and pro-
ductivity, such as consumption of services
and proportion of usership.

Process: The process model says that organiza-
tions are social systems seeking to survive
and maintain their equilibrium and that
their effectiveness is measured by internal
processes and organizational health as well
as by goal attainment.

Systems resource: The systems resource model
emphasizes the organization’s need to
secure resources from its environment,
emphasizing relationships with external
resources and their controllers.

Mudtiple constituencies: The multiple constituen-
cies model is concerned with the satisfac-
tion of the organization’s various con-
stituent groups, or stakeholders.

In figure 9, where the dimensions are
arranged under the four views of effectiveness,
it is again clear that the dimensions are wide-
ranging. They represent all four of the primary
views of organizational effectiveness and affirm
the breadth of the model.
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A Model of Public
Library Effectiveness

(AMPLE)

In which is displayed and explicated a framework by
which the manager may plan a program of repre-
senting the effectivencss of the library.

The Major Uses of AMPLE

In this chapter, the framework that we have
alluded to from time to time is unveiled. The
framework, or model, is called “A Model of
Public Library Effectiveness,” or AMPLE. It has
three major uses, which focus on the library’s
program of metrics, or assessment of effective-
ness, and on using the metrics to communicate
the library’s effectiveness to the stakeholders:

*Reviewing your “mix of metrics,” your pro-
gram of assessment;

* Developing a program of assessment; and

¢ Creating a strategy for communicating to key
stakeholders—what to communicate and
how.

These can be seen as “steps,” all three center-
ing on how the public library represents itself to
its various stakeholders. While the printed page
requires that the steps be presented in linear
order, the reality is that they are all taken at the
same time, each step interacting with the others.

In this chapter, we touch briefly on each use
of AMPLE to illustrate how the model can be
put to use in reviewing your metrics and devel-
oping a program of assessment. Creating a com-
munication strategy will be treated at length in
chapter 7.

The use of AMPLE can be broadly indicated, not

narrowly prescribed.

Note that the discussion here is indicative,
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not prescriptive, for it will be the local condi-
tions that prescribe the particulars of applying
AMPLE.

Review Your Assessment Program

AMPLE allows you to see how weli your assess-
ment program covers all the critical dimensions
of the library and the important parts (indica-
tors) that make up those dimensions. The view
afforded by the model should tell you how com-
prehensive the library’s assessment program
is—whether you have a whole or a partial pic-
ture of the library’s goodness.

Program assessment operates in two direc-
tions: breadth and depth. For breadth, one looks
at completeness of coverage across the dimen-
sions of AMPLE. For depth, one looks at exhaus-
tive coverage within a given dimension. In
reviewing depth of library assessment, you may
want to focus on the high-ranking indicators
and their measures, introduced later as the short
AMPLE.

Develop a Program for Assessment

The primary objective of AMPLE is to help the
local library develop a considered program for
assessment and, uitimately, for communicating
the assessment to stakeholders. A more com-
plete and more deliberate assessment should
ensue. To reach the point of a full assessment, go
in stages: identify what is currently being done,
locate the gaps vis-a-vis your local situation, and
set an agenda for improved assessment (which
tallies to begin; when to develop and apply a
checklist or a survey).

A major use of a comprehensive model is to
pick and choose the dimensions and indicators
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that fit the current local situation. It permits the
library manager to tune the representation of the
library to the need at hand. For instance, if effi-
ciency of operations is of paramount importance
to a financially beleaguered county, your library
might be wise to give extra weight to indicator
2.8, Efficiency of Library Operations.

Create a Strategy for
Communicating with
the Stakeholders

The program for assessment is never developed
in isolation. It is created with its ends in mind.
Indiscriminate collection of data wastes energy.
Instead, one considers the reasons for assess-
ment before settling on a measurement pro-
gram. The primary motivator is to present the
organization to a person or group in order to
affect their perceptions of, and ultimately behav-
ior toward, the organization.

The facets of creating a strategy for communi-
cation are:

e identifying the key stakeholders with whom
you are likely to want to communicate on a
continuing basis;

¢ establishing the individual measure(s) that
will be most useful in communicating with
them; and

* creating the most compelling presentations of
the measures for each stakeholder type—for-
matting the assessment for optimal communi-
cation.

The Structure of AMPLE

AMPLE is a hierarchy of dimensions, indicators,
and measures, with annotations. The dimen-
sions and indicators were taken directly from
the Public Library Effectiveness Study. In trans-
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lating the results of the research into something
that makes applied sense, we adjusted the model
produced by the research. First, we did some
slight renaming of a dimension; second, we
added the 62nd indicator, Political and Fiscal
(External) Viability of the Library, written in by
enough respondents to convince us that it
should not be ignored in the model. Overall, the
changes to the research results were minimal.
AMPLE is fundamentally the set of dimensions
and indicators that was generated by responses
from 2,500 people from seven different con-
stituent groups across the country.

The model begins with the dimensions derived
from the study. It then moves to the next level in
the hierarchy, the indicators, subordinate terms
that define library goodness under each dimen-
sion. Finally, it moves to measures of those indi-
cators, the means by which the indicators may
be described. Figure 10 illustrates these rela-
tionships.

Dimension

Indicator A
[Indator A [ndicator € |

| indicator B

| Measure l Y
| Measure |

Figure 10. Dimensions, Indicators, and Measures

Figure 11 shows a fragment of AMPLE, illus-
trating the relationships among dimensions,
indicators, and measures as they appear in the
model. The full AMPLE begins on page 41.

E | D | D+ Notes

: Physical Facilities

-
(5.3_ParRaNG)
Number of parking spaces)
7 Measune

T

Tally of total spaces {e.g., in dedi-
cated lot or within x blocks). Or
survey. See Hatry and others
1992, 64: “Ease in parking.”

Figure 11. Fragmentof AMPLE
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The major work on AMPLE beyond the Pub-
lic Library Effectiveness Study has been to trans-
form the indicators into measures, in order to
make AMPLE applicable to a practical library
situation. In research language, this is known as
“operationalizing” the indicators—turning a
concept into a survey question or stating it as a
specific data element to coliect. AMPLE makes
the indicators usable as measures. In identifying
measures, we have drawn freely on the last two
decades’ work on library measurement and eval-
uation. Our goal is not to create new measures,
but to rationalize and systematize the library
manager’s choice among available measures.

The indicators and measures of AMPLE are
based on library services as they were at the
time of the study, of course. As new technolo-
gies eifect changes in library services, new indi-
cators or measures will be required. For
instance, electronic access to library documents
from home may diminish the usefulness of the
indicator “visits to the library” and may require
the addition of an indicator related to electronic
inquiries, along with an appropriate measure.

The Nature of the
AMPLE Measures

For AMPLE, the term “measures” is interpreted
freely. Here, measures may be based either on
idiosyncratic, personal assessment or on the sys-
tematic collection of data. In translating indica-
tors into measures (operationalizing), we have
preferred tne systematic over the idiosyncratic—
for example, a count or an opinion survey—over
the opinion of one or a few people, or casual
observation. Systematic measures are generally
the more difficult of the two to invent locally,
but are usually defensible as being more ob-
jective and valid. For some indicators, the
model offers both systematic and idiosyncratic
measures.

Often, one or more measures for a given indi-
cator were turned up in the course of the litera-
ture search and interviews of the Public Library
Effectiveness Study. They are usually measures
that have been used in the field (such as “Num-
ber of Users per Capita”), and to some degree
this argued for including the measure in
AMPLE. From the list of measures thus
“affirmed,” we selected those that seem to por-
tray each given indicator best and to be most
feasible, in terms of data collection, interpreta-
tion, and communication.

For some indicators, the literature and inter-
views suggested no measure. When we could,
we invented a measure. The invented measures
have not been used or tested, but they are direct
reflections of thei - indicators, carrying a certain
amount of face validity. For example, the indica-
tor Staff Contact with Users might lead naturally
to such a measure as Number of Professional
Contacts with Users, Individual and Group,
Inside and Outside the Library. (In some cases
you may think that we, in our wisdom, have
stretched too much to find a measure. Perhaps
we have, preferring to err on the side of “over-
operationalizing.”)

Some indicators may have no readily avail-
able or easily proposed systematic measure—for
example, Managerial Competence or Building
Easily Identified from the Street. For now, the
assessment of library effectiveness in such areas
requires idiosyncratic assessment by one or
more people in one or more stakeholder
groups—library managers, users, citizens,
trustees, etc. The assessment may come in the
form of statements of one or several individuals’
opinions. Or such an idiosyncratic “measure”
could be turned systematic by creating, testing,
and applying an opinion survey to many people.
The results will still be subjective, but more
broadly based and offering systematic coverage
of various opinions.

Many measures may be intuitively obvious,
but that doesn’t mean that they are easy, or that
the manager can escape a certain amount of cre-
ativity and invention in using them. Time Spent
in Building may require a method of observing
user behavior, such as creating a user ticket that
is stamped with the time when the user enters
and leaves. Number of Formal Groups Served
per Annum will require defining your terms
("formal group”) and setting your scales for
measurement (Do you count groups, or individ-
uals in groups? Do you classify the types of
groups? And so on). Services to Populations
with Special Needs may require a lengthy
assessment by an outside consultant (“idiosyn-
cratic”).

To keep the model brief, we eliminated
redundancy in the measures as much as possible
and, in some cases, left specific decisions about
measures to the reader. For instance, measures
are rarely given both as a simple frequency
(Current Registration, for example) and as a per-
capita figure (Current Registration per Capita).
We chose the form which we thought would be
most telling of goodness and assumed the
reader would adapt the measure to local needs.
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The Short AMPLE

Lest you be daunted, the model uses a gray
background to highlight a briefer version, the
short AMPLE, with a truncated list of indicators
and measures. If the full AMPLE seems too,
well, ample, you can choose the short AMPLE.

Appendix A, “The AMPLE Worksheet,” also
allows you to use either the complete model or
just the gray portions as a planning document
for your own assessment.

A brief AMPLE, for the faint of heart and short of
time. Look for the gray background.

As shown in the full report of The Public
Library Effectiveness Study (Van House and
Childers 1993), all of the indicators were rated
by all stakeholders as at least moderately impor-
tant in defining public library effectiveness. This
is no surprise, because the list was developed
from indicators that had already appeared in the
literature or in interviews. However, knowing
that people who answer questionnaires are
inclined toward a positive response, one could
assume that the indicators rated at the top of the
list are of relatively greater importance and that
those at the bottom of the list are of relatively
less importance.

Also, collecting data on all indicators is not
feasible for most libraries. Therefore, a shorter
model of effectiveness is offered. It, like the full
AMPLE, is based on the research of the Public
Library Effectiveness Study: the indicators rated
among the top 31 of the 61 indicators by at least
four of the seven stakeholder groups were
selected. The 62nd indicator, Political and Fiscal
(External) Viability of the Library, was arbitrar-
ily imposed on the short AMPLE, owing to its
prominence as a write-in response. Thus, the
short AMPLE is a much shorter list, consisting
only of the indicators that most stakeholders
rated highest—the items that they considered
most telling about public library effectiveness.

An interesting thing happens in the short
model:

e In the full AMPLE, most of the indicators that
reflect Output Measurces for Public Libraries
(Van House and others 1987) are found in the
first dimension, “traditional counts.” In the
short version, only two of these indicators are
found. That is, only two of the "traditional
counts” were considered top-ranking by most
of the stakeholders.

 The sixth dimension, “boundary spanning,”

appears only because we included the write-
in indicator, Political and Fiscal (External)
Viability of the Library.

¢ All indicators in the seventh dimension, “ser-
vice offerings,” are included in the short
AMPLE.

* A large proportion of the short AMPLE mea-
sures are idiosyncratic or depend on opinion
survey.

¢Service consumption has surprisingly low
presence in the short AMPLE. “Number of
Visits,” “Volume of Reference Questions,”
and “Contribution to the Well-Being of the
Community” are the indicators that most
directly suggest contact with the user, or out-
put. The other indicators that come the closest
to showing user contact are really service
offerings, rather than service consumptions.

Notes on Using AMPLE

With regard to the measures: they are sugges-
tions, rather than prescriptions. If you seek a
narrow prescription for your evaluation and
communication program, this is not it. AMPLE
is a general framework to help in creating an
assessment and communication program. A cer-
tain amount of invention will be needed—for
instance, dividing a measure on use into sub-
measures for adult use and juvenile use, or by
format of material used (book, serial, computer,
etc); or creating a survey questionnaire or a
trustee checklist.

For “goodness” sake, don’t use AMPLE blindly.

Lest the tail wag the dog, flexibility is needed
in using AMPLE, as it is with any model. If your
library runs a periodic survey on satisfaction
with parking, for example, that measure could
readily be used in lieu of the measure “"Number
of Parking Spaces” (under indicator 5.3, Park-
ing). In many cases, the astute manager will
know of locally available measures that will
articulate a particular indicator. Good. Use them
freely. Using measures that you have used
before gives you the added benefit of tracking
changes over time.

The Annotated AMPLE

In order to be more useful and usable, each mea-
sure in the model is annotated in five ways. Fig-
ure 12 demonstrates this.
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PLD5 {OMPL| Escs | ALDYl E+ E | D D+ Notes
. fomc] |
Dimension 1: Tfaditional Counts
1.3 CIRCULATION
No. of materials circulated I X x y X l l Available data.

Figure 12. Other Data Collection Efforts in AMPLE

The first annotation: references to other major
data collection efforts. In the past decade, a num-
ber of national efforts to improve the measure-
ment and evaluation of public libraries have
been launched. They have aimed at improving
the nature of the data collected, the methods
used to collect them, and their tabulating and
reporting. You may want to emphasize data that
have the professional endorsement implied by
inclusion in any of the following, in addition to
the endorsement implied by the results of the
Public Library Effectiveness Study.

® The Public Library Data Service Statistical Report
(PLDS), which amounts to an annual statisti-
cal report of national data from libraries that
volunteer to send data in (Public Library
Association 1990).

® Output Measures for Public Libraries (OMPL), a
manual for assessing public library output,
also from the Public Library Association (Van
House and others 1987). The manual is in use
across the country. The measures in the man-
ual are all included in the Public Library Data
Service.

® Output Measures for Public Library Services to
Children (OMC), a manual for assessing out-
puts for the public library’s services to chil-
dren (Walter 1992). Many of the measures
parallel OMPL measures; where there is a rel-

|PLDS IOMI’LI FSCS l ALD H L+

OMC

evant measure that does not appear in OMPL,
the notation “OMC” appears in the notes col-
umn.

*The Federal-State Cooperative System for
Public Library Data (FSCS), a project wherein
state libraries cooperate with the National
Center for Education Statistics in the collec-
tion of selected statistics from aJl U.S. public
libraries and their publicaticit in both print
and computer form (Task Force 1989).

*The American Library Directory (ALD), an
annual compilation of statistics about individ-
ual public libraries (or systems of libraries).
The data are not aggregated (Americ.n Library
Directory 1991).

Figure 12, “Other Data Collection Efforts in
AMPLE,” illustrates how the model is keyed to
the other data collection efforts.

The second annotation: A suggestion as to
how easy or difficult it would be to take that mea-
sure (circled in figure 13), on a four-point scale:

E+ = Easier. Data or knowledge about the
measure exists; may require a minor bit
of calculation.

E = Easy. Requires data collection or reflec-
tion on a qualitative measure—but is rela-
tively simple. Methods of data collec-
tion are available or intuitively obvious.

E l D | D+| Notes

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

5.3 PARKING
Number of parking spaces

Taily of total spaces (e.g., in dedi-
cated lot or within x blocks). Or
survey. See Hatry and others
1992, 64: “Ease in parking.”

Figure 13. Difficulty of Measures in AMPLE
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D = Difficult. Methods are available for data
collection, but it will not be easy. Opin-
ion data require an expert'’s help or con-
siderable exploration of the item.

D+= More Difficult. Methods of data collec-
tion or qualitative assessinent are not
available. Requires local invention or
creative synthesis of existing instru-
ments. Inspection (idiosyncratic obser-
vation) also falls here, for it is not reli-
able.

! = Even more difficult than “more diffi-
cult.” Very time-consuming or con-
ceptually impossible; perhaps not
even amenable to idiosyncratic
assessment. Labeled “!” under D+.

Generally, the measures done by inspection
or tally are easier; the ones done by survey,
more difficult.

The third annotation is contained in the
“Notes:” An indication of the type of measure
being proposed (figure 14):

“Tally,” a count, such as circulations per
capita;

“Inspection,” an idiosyncratic observation,
such as an expert’s opinion; and

“Survey,” a systematic observation of opinion
or remembered fact, such as a survey of
user awareness of library services.

IPLDS IOMPL‘ FSCS l ALD H E+

oMC

The fourth annotation: Notes that clarify and
illustrate the measures (figure 15). Where it
seemed helpful, we have added brief notes that
clarify the brief statement of a measure, clarify
the method of collecting data on the measure, or
illustrate the measure in some way.

The fifth annotation: References to other docu-
ments and data collection instruments that offer
some guidance for the particular measure (fig-
ure 16). In many cases, there are books or arti-
cles that will offer advice and counsel when you
are faced with a measure that is less than trans-
parent. They may contain a general discussion
of the measurement topic, a prototype data col-
lection instrument, or methodological hints.
AMPLE includes references to such aids.

Types of Measures
in AMPLE

Four broad classes of measure are identified in
AMPLE’s “Notes.”

Available Statistical Data

Every organization has already available a range
of data that can be used to describe it. Budgetary
data already exist somewhere in the organization.

E { D I D+ | Notes

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

5.3 PARKING

Number of parking spaces X

X of total spaces {e.g., in dedi-
cated lot or within x blocks). Or
survey. See Hatry and others

1992, 64: “Ease in parking.”

Figure 14. Type of Measure in AMPLE

oMC

IPLDS |OMPL| FSCS| ALD ” E+

E | D | D+ | Notes

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

5.3 PARKING
Number of parking spaces

1

Tallyfof total spaces (e.g., in dedi-

1992, 64: “Ease in parking.”

Figure 15. Notes That Clarify AMPLE Measures
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E+ Notes

ElD|D+

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

5.3 PARKING
Number of parking spaces

Tally of total spaces (e.g., in dedi-

cated lot or within x blocks). Or

survey.

Hatry and others
992, 64: "Ease in parking.”

Figure 16. References in AMPLE

You may wish to do further breakdowns for
particular purposes, but at least some data
already exist. Likewise, some data are produced
as by-products of library operations. Virtually
every library gets a count of circulation transac-
tions from its circulation system. No additional
effort is required to count circulation. Similarly,
you may have data on the size of your collec-
tion, number of registered borrowers, number of
searches of an online catalog, and the like.

Tally

A tally is a quantitative measure: a count of
something. Circulation statistics are, of course,
tallies of all circulation transactions. The distinc-
tion that we want to make here, however, is the
effort required of the library staff. Circulation
transactions are tallied automatically by the circu-
lationsystem. Wehavelabeled as “tally” intable1,
“A Model of Public Library Effectiveness,” the
measures that require tallying activity on the
part of the staff.

A tally may be a census of all occurrences of a
thing, as when we count all reference questions
asked during the year. Or it may be a sample of
the thing, as when we count the number of ref-
erence questions asked on a random sample of
days in the year. (We often use a sample to then
extrapolate to the whole, such as using a sample
of reference questions during the year to esti-
mate the annual total.)

One important distinction that affects the
level of effort required of a tally is whether it can
be done at the convenience of the person doing
the tally, or whether it has to be done on a more
fixed schedule. Tallies of things can be done at
the observer’s convenience, within certain limits.
Tallies of peaple’s behavior generally have to be
done at the time that the behavior takes place.
Counting reference questions, for example, has
to be done at the time of the transactions

(notwithstanding the time-honored custom of
recording a clutch of reference transactions at
the end of a busy period). Tallies that have to be
done on a constrained schedule require a higher
level of effort than those that are more flexible.

Inspection

The “data” for inspection measures are subjec-
tive and idiosyncratic, depending wholly on the
experience and opinion of the “inspector,” and
not on data that are systematically collected.
They may consist of the president of the board’s
opinion as to the competence of the library’s
management; or—for a rather second-hand
opinion—the opinion of the director as to how
convenient the users find the library’s location.
Clearly, a key issue is who is the inspector—that
is, whose opinions are we using.

We “inspect” where other methods do not
exist or are very difficult or impossible to apply
(as is the case in evaluating staff morale), or
where inspection would be good enough (as in
determining the extent of written policies, where
their presence or absence is easily and objec-
tively verifiable, and a quantitative measure like
“number of pages of written policies” may not
be meaningful).

In AMPLE, many inspections can be done
fairly casually; but some require deliberate and
time-consuming attention. Inspection is an easy
method when it consists of asking your own
opinion or the opinion of a colleague and that
opinion is already formed (for example, “How
appealing do you think the users find the build-
ing interior?”). It becomes more difficult when
one must ask the opinion of someone removed
from the library, such as a city personnel officer
or an expert on building safety; when one feels
compelled to do an informal (nonsystematic)
poll, such as asking several users what they
think of the library’s physical appeal; or when
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one must give a lot of original thought to the
topic or examine existing records to arrive at an
opinion (for instance, understanding the li-
brary’s contribution to the community’s educa-
tion). A formal (systematic) poll of a number of
people is no longer inspection, but a survey.

Survey

A survey is the means of systematically asking
people about opinions, attitudes, perceptions,
behaviors, and remembered facts that are
impossible to observe directly, such as experi-
ences of library users. A survey may be con-
ducted face to face, as an interview, or on
paper. Generally speaking, a survey generates
more valid data than inspection or informal
polling, because the questions asked are consis-
tent from person to person and the population is
broadly and systematically, rather than arbitrar-
ily, sampled.

Some of the survey items suggested in
AMPLE have been tested and are readily avail-
able, as is the case in the survey items found in
OMPL and in survey publications. In many
cases, however, the survey item has yet to be
created.

Much has been written about surveying, and
it is not the purpose of this brok to serve as a
primer on survey research. However, three com-
mon pitfalls of surveys should be heeded. First,
many librarians, upon surveying the opinions of
library users, have assumed that they have
tapped the opinions of the community in gen-
eral. They are probably wrong. We can’t assume
that users of a service represent the non-users of
the service. Studies of public library users and
non-users stretching back 50 years point to
many differences among the two groups (for
example, Berelson 1949).

Second, in asking people’s opinions on the
library or any of its features, remember that the
public library institution is suffused with the
light of a strong halo effect. The public, through
their emotional attachment to the public library
institution, is very much inclined to view it posi-
tively. Even when the library does not give good
service—say, fails to yield any of several books

requested—the user is likely to be satisfied with
the library in general and even with that day’s
service. Research has found that, when asking
for opinions about any aspect of the library, if
that aspect is broken down into its component
parts, one is likely to get a more unbiased
assessment (D'Flia and Walsh 1983). For in-
stance, rather than asking a user, “Are you satis-
fied with library reference service?” ask instead
specific questions about the response to the last
question he or she asked, such as its complete-
ness, its correctness, its speed, the nature of the
librarian’s greeting, etc.

Having said that, on some occasions, a survey
of the public’s feelings about the public library
may be a useful broad gauge of generai emo-
tional support and preparedness for, say, a tax
referendum.

Third, the information you get depends on
the questions asked. If an appropriate question
is missing from the questionnaire, the interview
schedule, or the observation checklist, it will go
unobserved. If it is misstated, it will be misob-
served.

Survey of Services

In surveying stakeholders regarding their
awareness of particular library services, their
use of them, the importance of them, the dollar
value of them, or their comparative worth vis-a-
vis other services or products, you will need to
compile a comprehensive list of library services.
In many cases, the list used in a survey will need
to include services that are not offered, in order
to test the true reaction to the library’s actual
offerings. In preparing such a list, it is difficult
to construct one that is internally consistent,
with all items at parallel levels of specificity.

Appendix B, “Checklist of Library Services,”
is a list of candidate library services. It was
taken from a study of users, managers, and
trustees of Alabama public library services
(Kaske, Stephens, and Turner 1986), augmented
with a set of reference and information services
that we developed independently. Although not
exhaustive, the list offers a broad and reason-
ably parallel set of service options and may
inspire you in building your own list.
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Table 1. A Model of Public Library Effectiveness

IPI.DS IOMPLI 1=scs| ALD ” B+

oMC

F.lDID+

Notes

Dimension 1: Traditional Counts

1.1 Uses AND USERS
Total uses of all services per X Tally the uses of all services, in-
annum cluding materials, information
services, and library facilities.
Current registration per X X X Available data or tally.
capita
Survey of community. Gives a
Total users per annum per X sense of the library’s market
capita penetration.
1.2 VisiTs TO LIBRARY
Annual visits (turnstile count) P P X P Available data. Without a turn-
stile requires tally of visitors
entering.
Frequency of visits per visitor X Survey of users.
Time spent in building X Survey or observation of users’
time in library. See Van House,
Weil, and McClure 1990.
Average number of services x Survey. See Van House, Weil, and
used during visits McClure 1990.
1.3 CIRCULATION
Number of materials circulated x| x X X Available data.
per annum
... and per capita X | x x Available data.
Number of materials circulated x Available data.
per person per visit
Types of materials borrowed X Tally (e.g., juvenile materials % of
per annum circulation to juvenile % of pop-
ulation; juvenile materials % of
circulation to juvenile % of
materials budget).
Total materials used X x Available data (circulation) and
tally in-library use.
1.4 ToraL EXPENDITURES
Total annual expenditure X X Available data.
Annual capital expenditure X X Available data.
Annual operating expenditure x Available data.
Annual income by source X X Such as local, state, federal. Avail-
able data.
1.5 REFERENCE VOLUME
Number of reference x | x x Available data or tally.
transactions per annum
Patterns of reference usage x X Tally (e.g., by time of day, day of
week, season of year; by types of
specific service, such as online,
manual, instruction, etc.). Sur-
vey (e.g., reference transactions
per user tvpe).
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Table 1. Continued

PLDS |0MI’L| Fscs | atp ” E+ | E ‘ D ‘ D+ | Notes
OMC |
1.6 Varizty OF Users
Users (grouped by demo- X b E.g., age, gender, income, educa-
graphic characteristics) tion, occupation, ethnicity. Pub-
as a percentage of total users X lic Library Data Service (age
as a percent of the popula- only). Survey combined with
tion in each group available data.
1.7. MATERIALS TURNOVER
Turnover rate X X Available data. Calculate circula-
tion + total volumes.
Turnover rate by type of x Same, by format, subject, etc.
material
1.8 MATERIALS EXPENDITURE
Materials expenditure per X x x x Available data.
annum
... and + total operating X X x Available data.
expenditures
Materials expenditure by X By subject, type of material, user
category + total operating type, branch or department, etc.
operating expenditures The American Library Directory
includes expenditure for materi-
als by specific format categories.
Available data or tally.
1.9 PROGRAM ATTENDANCE
Program attendance per annum | x X Tally. In-library programs only.
(audience size)
Attendance at out-of-library X X Tally. In OMC only.
programs
1.10 IN-LIBRARY USE
In-library use of materials X x x Tally.
...and as a % of circulation X X X Taily.
1.11 MaTERIALS OwNED  Includes book, serial, audio, visual, microform, and computer formats
Ttems held X X X X Available data or tally. PLDS:
books and serials only. The
American Library Directory
includes expenditure for materi-
als by specific format categories.
Itemns by type, as a % of total x | x Available data or tally (e.g., juve-
items nile, adult; format; classification
category).
1.12 STAFF S1ZE
Staff size X X X X Available data or tally.
Professional staff size per capita X Available data or tally.
Number of staff + circulation X Available data or tally.
Number of public service staff + X Tally. Easiness of this measure
users per annum depends on having data on
users per annum.
Public service staff per hour X Available data.
open
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Table 1. Continued

PLDS

OMPL| FsCs | ALD l E+ I E I D I D+ | Notes
OMC
1.13 REFERENCE FILL RATE
Reference fill rate X X X Tally.
Correct answers to reference X Tally. See Lancaster 1988, 111-14,
questions for a concise presentation of an
unobtrusive methodology for
assessing correctness of answers.
Scope and depth of reference X Inspection. See appendix B,
resources “Checklist of Library Services.”
1.14 STAFF EXPENDITURES
Expenditure for personnel X x | x b Available data.
... and as % of total X X X Available data.

expenditures

1.15 EQUIPMENT USAGE
Number of pieces of

X Tally (e.g., microfilm, projection,

equipment available, by type computer, TTY, etc.).

Number of equipment uses X Tally.

... and per annum X Tally.

Percentage of time equipment X Tally. See Van House, Weil, and
is in use McClure 1999; DeProspo, Alt-

man, and Beasley 1973.
1.16 UsE OF LiBRARY COMPARED 1O
OTHER SERVICES/ EVENTS
Library uses per annum X Available data (circulation) and

compared to other product or
service use

calculation (e.g., attendance at
sports events, commercial book
sales or video rentals, television
viewing, etc.).

Dimension 2: Internal Processes

2.1 MANAGERIAL COMPETENCE
Managerial competence

Easily done by inspection. A more
valid and more systematic
approach would require great
effort,

2.2 STAFF MORALE
Staff morale

Easily done by inspection. A more
valid, but difficult, approach
could employ survey instru-
ments used in organization
development work.

2.3 StarrQuaLITY
Overall staff quality

Total professionals + total staff

Easily done by inspection. A more
systematic approach requires
development of a survey instru-
ment,

Available data.
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Table 1. Continued

lmoslommlpscs‘mu “ jth l B | D | D+ | Notes

OMC

2.4 STAFF HELPFULNESS
Helpful, courteous staff,
concerned about client

Level of staff assistance to users

Easier by inspection. Hard if a
survey is undertaken. See Van
House and others 1987; Hatry
and others 1992, 59: “Measure
10: Percentage of persons using
library who rate helpfulness and
general attitude of library staff
as satisfactory.”

Easier by inspection. Systematic
data will require a survey. See
also dimension 1, “reference fill
rate.”

2.5 SUPPORT OF INTELLECTUAL

FREEDOM

Library endorsement of
intellectual freedom
statements

Use of materials regardless of
content, format, or treatment,
by any user

Inspection. Evidence by written
policy, resolutions, etc.

Inspection.

2.6 CONTRIBUTION OF LAYOUT,
CATALOG, AND SIGNAGE TO SELF-
Usk (Indicator #63)
“Transparency” of building
layout
Utility of catalog
Utility of internal signage

Inspection or survey.

Inspection or survey.
Inspection or survey.

2.7 GOAL ACHIEVEMENT
Extent to which formal library
objectives are achieved

Easier by inspection if quantified
objectives exist, if no written
goals exist or if objectives
require extensive data collection.

2.8 EPFICIENCY OF LIBRARY

OPERATIONS

Operating expenditures per
capita

Operating expenditures +
number of total client uses
per annum

Number of materials processed
+dollars expended on
materials processing

Operating expenditures +
library activity index or
workload level

Available data.

Available data. Dependent on
having uses data.

Available data. May require refig-
uring budget on information.

Available data and tally. Requires
establishing workload or activity
measures.

2.9 WriTTEN POLICIES
Existence of written policies

i

Inspection (e.g., policies exist for
services, fees, and collection
development).
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Table 1. Continued

PLDS I

OMPL| FSCS
OMC

ALD “ E+

E|D|D+

Notes

2.10 SAFETY OF USERS

Security of users of building,
inside and outside

i

Easier by inspection of such safety
factors as rating on fire inspec-
tions, currency of elevator
inspections; or tally of security
guards per hours open, safety
statistics.

Dimension 3: Community Fit

3.1 COMMUNITY AWARENESS OF
OFFERINGS
Comumunity awareness of X Survey. Use appendix B, “Check-
library services list of Library Services”: “Which
of the following services does
your library /branch provide?”
3.2 Users’ EVALUATION
User evaluation of service x X Survey or informal polling of
received users. See D’Elia and Walsh
. .. immediately upon x X 1983; Van House and others
receiving the service 1987, 131, for examples of a user
. .. after using the information/ X X satisfaction survey. Easier by
knowledge inspection or anecdotal evidence.

33

CONTRIBUTION TO COMMUNITY

WELL-BEING

Contribution of library to
community well-being

Contribution of library to
individual well-being

... and to subgroups (e.g.,
business, students, etc.)

Contribution to education of
the community.

Return on investment

Survey of community leaders,
comparing library with other
services. Easier by informal
polling or by inspection, consid-
ering, for example, the library as
a community symbol or monu-
ment to community pride.
Inspection.

Survey. See King Research, Ltd.
1991, 63, "needs fill rate”; and
21, “purpose of use.”

By focussed informal polling or
inspection; or by survey of users.

Survey and tally. Community
benefits + library operating
expenditure. However, there is
currently no way of measuring
the benefit of the library in a sin-
gle metric and rendering that
into dollars.

(4]
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Table 1. Continued

lI’LDS ‘omm.‘ FSCS | ALD “ E+ | E D+ | Notes
oMC
3.4 SERVICES SUITED TO THE
ComMMUNITY
Suitedness of services to X Easier by inspection. Hard by
community informal polling.
Extent to which target popu- X Easy through available data and
-lations are reached calculation if appropriate demo-
graphic data on each user, such
as zip code, exist. Difficult if a
special survey is required.
3.5 Pustic OPINION
Public opinion of library By survey or informal polling.
Can be combined with a com-
munity awareness survey.
3.6 FLEXIBILITY OF LIBRARY
MANAGEMENT
Adaptability of the organiza- X By long-term inspection of the
tion and of management library’s or management’s
response to the external environ-
ment.
Adoption of innovation, both Inspection. See Damanpour and
number and speed Childers 1985 for prototype
checklist.
3.7 STAFF SUITED TO THE COMMUNITY
Demographics of staff X Tally (e.g., ethnicity, language).
compared with demographics Inspection of data.
of population
Ability of staff to serve X Inspection.
community
3.8 STAFF CONTACT WITH USERS
Number of contacts between X Inspection.
users and service staff
Proportion of hours open when X ~Tally, by systematic observation.
staff is available at service
points
3.9 PusLIC RELATIONS
Number of public relations X Tally (e.g., activities, exposures of
events per annum advertisements, advertising
products, etc.).
Qualified staff member(s) X Inspection.
assigned to public relations
Amount of staff time spent on X Tally.
public relations
3.10 ReiATIONS WITH COMMUNITY
AGeNCIES
Number of formal groups X Tally. Would include non-school
served per annum groups, such as service and cul-
tural organizations, city hall, etc.
Included in OMC.
o 3 92
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Table 1. Continued
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oMC

3.10 (continued)
Number of non-service inter-
actions with other agencies’
service points

Tally (e.g., service on committees,
speeches, etc.).

3.11 COMMUNITY ANALYSIS
Utilization of community
studies in library decisions

Inspection. Easy to determine
existence; performing commu-
nity study is not easy.

Dimension 4: Access to Materials

4.1 COOPERATION WITH OTHER

LIBRARIES
Cooperative activities with X Inspection.
other libraries, including state
library agency
Membership in a formal library X Inspection.
cooperative
4.2 SPEED OF SERVICE
Turnaround hours for service X Tatly.
requests
Turnaround days for reserves, X X Tally. In OMPL: "Document deliv-
interlibrary and intrasystem ery”; and in Hatry and others
borrowings 1952, 58: "Measure 8: Percentage
of requests available within 7,
14, and 30 days.”
User satisfaction with turn- X Survey. See Hatry and others
around time 1992, 58: “Measure 9; Percentage
of persons using library who
rate speed of service {e.g., book
retrieval and check-out) as satis-
factory.”
4.3 INFORMATION ABOUT OTHER
COLLECTIONS
Subscriptions to state-wide, X Inspection of the extent of infor-
regional, or national holdings mation about other collections.
databases, manual or
electronic
4.4 [INTERLIBRARY LOAN
Number of interlibrary (i.e., X X Tally.
intersystem) borrowings
per annum
Interlibrary borrowings fill rate X X Tally. In OMPL, see “document
delivery.”

-




48 A Model of Public Library Effectiveness (AMPLE)

Table 1. Continued

| PLDS lOMl"Ll F5CS l ALD || E+ | E ‘ D ‘ D+ | Notes
! lomc
4.5 MATERIALS AVAILABILITY
Fill rates by types of search X X X Survey. In OMPL and OMC.
(subject, author, title,
browsing, homework)
Probability of materials X Complex tally of titles held asa %
ownership of standard lists, such as BPR,
BIP, Public Library Catalog. See
DeProspo, Altman, and Beasley
1973.
Availability of materials owned x Complex tally of materials on the
shelf as a % of materials owned.
See DeProspo, Altman, and
Beasley 1973.
Overall user success rate X Survey. See Van House, Weil, and
McClure 1990.
4.6 EXTENT SERVICES ARE FREE
Variety of services, materials, X Inspection (e.g., videos, reserves,
and facilities available free online and CD searching, pho-
of charge toreproduction, computer uses,
meeting room use).

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

5.1 CONVENIENCE OF BUILDING

LocaTiON :
Convenience of site x X Easier by inspection. Hard by sur-
vey. See Hatry and others 1992,
59: “Measure 15: Percentage of
users who rate convenience as
satisfactory” and”Measure 16:
Percentage of non-user house-
holds who give poor physical
accessability as a reason for
non-use.”
5.2 BUILDING EASY TO IDENTIFY
Building clearly identifiable X Inspection. See Hatry and others
from the street 1992, 76: “Measure 15,” above.
53 PARKING
Number of parking spaces x x Tally of total spaces (e.g., in dedi-
cated lot or within x blocks). Or
survey. See Hatry and others
1992, 64: “Ease in parking.”
Availability of parking spaces X Tally of % of spaces open.
5.4 DBUTLDING SUITABILITY
Square footage per capita x Available data.
Seating capacity per capita x Tally.
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Table 1. Continued
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OMC
5.4 (continued)
Suitability of furniture and x Survey. See Hatry and others
equipment . 1992, 59: “Measure 13: Percent-
age of persons using library who
rate the comfort, crowdedness,
noise, cleanliness, and tempera-
ture/ventilation as satisfactory”
and “Measure 14: Percentage of
non-user households who cite
lack of comfort, crowdedness,
noise, cleanliness, and tempera-
ture/ventilation as reasons for
non-use.” See also Willett 1992,
after Harms’ various environ-
mental rating scales.
Intensity of use of facilities X Tally. See Van House and others
1987; DeProspo, Altman, and
Beasley 1973,
5.5 BUILDING APPEAL
Appeal of library interior X x Easier by personal inspection.
... and of library exterior X X Easy by expert inspection.
Dimension 6: Boundary Spanning
6.1 POLITICAL AND FISCAL VIABILITY
OF THE LIBRARY (Indicator #62)
Ratio of actual revenue to X Available data, using estimate of
potential library revenue potential revenue from tax base.
Size of budget compared to X X x Inspection of comparative data,
similar libraries such as PLDS and FSCS.
Stability of funding x Available data with additional
calculation (e.g., % increase/
decrease of budget compared to
a base year; or increase/decrease
of library budget compared to
other services).
Political success of the library X Inspection.
6.2 BOARD ACTIVENFSS
Activeness of library board X Easier by inspection. Easy by tally
of board attendance at meetings,
education events, conferences,
etc.
Qrientation of new board X Inspection.
members
Written bylaws for board, X Inspection.
reviewed regularly
: 35
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Table 1. Continued
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6.3

VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS

(Gifts, Money, Time)

Dollar value of gifts of money,
materials, equipment

Hours of volunteer time per
annum

Dollars raised through effort
of volunteers

Activeness of Friends or other
volunteers in the library’s
political arena

Tally.
Tally.
Tally.

Inspection.

6.4

LiBrRaRY PrRODUCTS (Booklists,

Guides, etc.)

Number of library productions,
publications, and recordings
distributed per annum per
capita

Tally.

6.5

ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF BUILDING

Energy efficiency

Participation in a recycling
program

Expert inspection.
Inspection.

6.6

CONTINUING EDUCATION

FOR STAFF

Number of hours of continuing
education attended + staff
member

Number of continuing educa-
tion events attended per
staff member

Percentage of staff participating
in continuing education

Tally.

Tally.

Tally.

6.7

PLANNING AND EVALUATION

Long-range, written plan

Long-term assessment of space
needs

Annual review and adjustment
of plan

Evaluation of library activities
and programs

Inspection.
Inspection.

Inspection.

Inspection.

6.8

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN LIBRARY

Decisions

Defined mechanism for com-
munity input to design and
development of services and
facilities

Complaints procedure for users

Public access to board meet-
ings and board documents

Inspection.

Inspection.
Inspection.

(4|
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Notes

Dimension 7: Service Offerings

7.1 RANGE OF MATERIALS

Variety of formats of materials x Inspection (e.g., computer soft-
ware, book, journal, slide, audio
disc, audio cassette, video cas-
sette, optical disc, etc.).

Number of items in each format x | x Available data or tally.

Breadth of subjects in library’s X Inspection.

collections

Depth of holdings in library’s X Inspection.

collections
7.2 RANGE OF SERVICES

Number of services offered X Inspection. See appendix B,
“Checklist of Library Services.”

Extent to which library offers X Inspection.

all of its services when open
Innovative program of services x Inspection.
7.3 CONVENIENCE OF HOURS

Number of hours open per X X Tally. In FSCS: “Sum of hours of

week all outlets” ("duplicated hours”).

Range of hours open X X Tally. In FSCS: “Hours during
which a user can find service at
one outlet or another” ("undu-
plicated hours.”

Convenience to users of hours x Survey. See Hatry and others

open 1992, 59: “Measure 18: Percent-
age of user households rating
hours of opening as satisfactory”
and “Measure 19: Percentage of
non-user households who give
poor hours as a reason for non-
use.”

Users, by hour X Tally. Convenience as reflected in
the volume of activity in the var-
ious hour blocks.

74 MATERIALS QUALITY

Collection quality X Can be addressed through the tal-
lies and surveys of ”turnover
rate” {dimension 1), “materials
availability” (dimension 4), and
“currency of collection” (dimen-
sion 7). See also Hatry and oth-
ers 1992, 568: “Measure 7b: Per-
centage of users who rate
materials as satisfactory” and
"Measure 7c: Percentage of non-
users who cite poor materials
as a reason for non-use.” Can
also be addressed through the
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7.4 (continued)

conspectus approach (systematic
inspection), as presented in
Bryant 1989. See Lancaster 1988,
17-32, where alternative ap-
proaches to the complex issue of
evaluating collections are dis-
cussed.

7.5 NEWNESS OF MATERIALS
Median publication date
New volumes per annum
. .. and per capita
Titles added as a % of total

titles, per annum
Speed of acquisitions

X

Tally.
Available data.
Available data.
Tally.

Tally (i.e., median lapsed time
between release date of a publi-
cation and its appearance on the
shelves).

Dimension 8: Service to Special Groups

8.1 HaNDICAPPED ACCESS
Handicapped accessibility

Inspection, or expert inspection.
See King Research Ltd. 1990, 19:
». .. existence of facilities, such
as wheelchair ramps and park-
ing spaces, or by rating degree of
accessibility using scales (1 to
5)”; and Code of Federal Regula-
tions 1990, 576-91, for federal
regulations regarding architec-
tural barriers for the handi-
capped.

8.2 SpecIAL GROUP SERVICES
Services to populations with
special needs

Inspection, or expert inspection
{e.g., the homebound and insti-
tutionalized, ethnic minorities,
the aged, underemployed, busi-
ness and labor, local govern-
ment).
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Conclusion

This chapter has presented AMPLE in two ver-
sions: the complete AMPLE, derived from the
responses of more than 2,500 people represent-
ing seven major public library constituencies,
and the short AMPLE, consisting of the most
highly ranked indicators. AMPLE is a set of
dimensions, indicators, and suggested measures
that can be used to identify the categories within
which a library will want to assess itself, to
determine the completeness of the library’s own
system of assessment, and to develop or refine
its assessment. In this chapter, we have pre-
sented some advice on using AMPLE to develop
a set of measures for your library.

The next chapier looks more closely at a criti-
cal issue in the assessment of public libraries as
public sector organizations: identifying and
addressing the priorities of the library’s many
and varied constituencies.
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Applying AMPLE

On the use of AMPLE, with lessons from writers and
practicing librarians about how to communicate with
stakeholders, especially the critical external ones.

Talking to Stakeholders,
Generally

Indicators and measures of effectiveness are use-
ful internally and externally. Internally, they
provide information that can be the basis for
decisions about controlling and planning library
operations (such as circulation processes, acqui-
sitions policy, or staff scheduling). Externally,
indicators and measures of effectiveness can be a
basis for setting the library’s direction and mix
of service offerings, vis-a-vis its community; for
taking action in the social, economic, and politi-
cal context; and for communicating with the
individuals and groups who influence library-
related decisions. :

From here on, the book concentrates on exter-
nal decisions and on the “contextual” stakehold-
ers—the externals, who influence the library’s
future from outside, and the boundary-span-
ners, whose influence is partially inside, par-
tially outside the library.

We have said throughout this book that the
task of the library manager is both to assess
library performance and to present it to others.
For a library to get the resources that it needs,
performing well is not sufficient. People who
have power over library decisions, if they are
not themselves clients of the library, cannot
directly assess organizational performance. And
even those who are clients can generally assess
only a small part of it. The library has to find a
way to communicate its effectiveness to the

political decision-makers in a way that is useful
for both the library and the decision-makers.

Managers must stay well attuned to the personal and
political dynamics of the groups with whom they deal.
But good decisions cannot be made without good infor-
mation. (Chase and Reveal 1983, 134)

The choice of indicators to use in evaluating
an organization is, according to MacRae (1985,
53), “a political question and not simply a sci-
entific one.” He claims that among the political
considerations that contribute to the choice are
the:

egreater needs of the society or community
that must be attended to (such as reducing
illiteracy, empowering the powerless, sharing
cultures, or strengthening the economy);

emore particular information needs of the
stakeholders in arriving at decisions (what
kind of information they want, or will use—at
what depth and breadth, and in which for-
mats); and

ecosts of generating—collecting, tabulating,
analyzing, preparing, publishing, etc.—the
information.

If assessment is intended to produce informa-
tion for political decision-making, the library has
to determine who its political audiences are and
what they most want to know. What the audi-
ences want to know may well be different from
what the library thinks they need to know.

Up to this point, wo have dealt with the
model as a whole, looking at the library’s whole
program of assessment. This chapter considers
how to use AMPLE in more targeted communi-
cation with individual stakeholder groups. First
we discuss how one talks with stakeholders
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about the effectiveness of a public sector organi-
zation; then we address the public library’s spe-
cific stakeholders and what they are likely to
want to know.

In the political arena, those deciding whether
to support an organization look at three things
(Heymann 1987, 1):

1. what the organization does that affects their
interests;

2. what its activities and interests say about what
is important to the organization and whose con-
cerns or views are to be given weight; and

3. what alliances with powerful organizations and
individuals its words and actions seem
intended to build.

Stakeholders’ interests certainly vary over
space and time. Part of building an assessment
program and creating a communication strategy
is to identify the agendas of your stakeholders.
This is an essential part of talking to them, of
representing the library to them.

You are what you measure.

The information that the library uses to
describe itself also tells the observer what and
who the library thinks is important, what its
goals are, what it has been able to achieve and,
by implication, what it can accomplish in the
future. If the library monitors its service to chil-
dren, for example, it is saying that children are
important—that the library is concerned enough
about its services to children to assess them sep-
arately, as well as that it can be of use to chil-
dren. Similarly, materials and services to ethnic
and language minorities demonstrate the li-
brary’s interest in contributing to these commu-
nities. But the library must also demonstrate that
the library is providing services used by the tar-
get groups—that is, that the library is successful.

Knowledge should be interesting, understandable, and
relevant to your interests.

(John Scully, quoted in Wurman 1989, 185)

Representing an organization’s effectiveness
is equivalent to arguing for what it needs:
money, attention, appreciation, patronage, secu-
rity, a change in the environment, and so on.
Chief among the arguments (Pfeffer and Salan-
cik 1978, 193-97) is that the organization is legiti-
mate—that its goals are valid. Legitimacy may
need to be argued strenuously in the case of
some organizations. Welfare organizations of all
types are continually pres d to evidence their

legitimacy, for example. Other organizations,
such as police, are rarely questioned on their
legitimacy.

The public library may fall somewhere in
between. It is probably widely accepted among
the various stakeholders that the public library
has a valid position in the community; but the
exact nature of that position and the amount of
community resource required to maintain it
there are unclear. It is up to library manage-
ment, in communicating to the external stake-
holders, to direct the representations of library
effectiveness so as to establish the legitimacy of
the library in the stakeholders’ minds—to argue
for the worthiness of the library’s program of
activities.

Since establishing legitimacy “generally im-
plies that an organization reviews its past
actions and outputs in the-context of current
societal values and interests” (Pfeffer and Salan-
cik 1978, 195), it is critical for the library to com-
municate in terms that relate to the current social
scenery, whatever that may be.

Information can also be used to control to
some extent the expectations that others have of
the organization (Pfeffer and Salancik 1978). By
focusing the information presented, library man-
agement can, to some degree, set the criteria of
goodness and badness (“The library circulated
2.3 titles per capita, and that needs improve-
ment; we contacted 47 percent of school-aged
children this year, and that is good.”).

The outside world—the public, elected offi-
cials, budget officers, and so on—comes to many
public institutions and, specifically, libraries,
with low or undeveloped expectations. They fre-
quently consider, when the per capita cost of the
service is relatively low and the perceived per
capita benefit is low (Wilson 1989) or uncertain,
that there is little at stake and that virtually any
benefit received is valuable. Generally, the pub-
lic has little idea of the full program of library
services and the parameters within which a
library can be effective. Does a library give
answers to users’ questions? Which media
should a library offer? How many users per
capita should there be? What is an acceptable
turnover rate for a book? How much should a
library cost? How many professional staff
should there be? Moreover, the difficulty of
observing the activities of a service organiza-
tion—with fleeting interpersonal transactions,
often observable only to its participants—places
the organization itself in the primary position
for reporting on its activities.
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In speaking to its political audience, the li-
brary has to consider not just the content, but
the manner of the presentation:

New information must fit into what we already
know. People naturally seek to make a connec-
tion between new data and their existing map of
the world and prior experience (Wurman 1989).
The task of the manager, then, is to use that
prior knowledge to help people to understand
the library appropriately because they will in-
deed use their prior knowledge, whether appro-
priately or not. Unfortunately, most of its audi-
ence believes that they know more about the

You only learn something relative to something you
understand. {Wurman 1989, 168)

library than they do and may be resistant to
changing their mental image. Budget officers,
for example, may be so used to circulation as a
measure of library goodness, finding it easy to
calculate and understand, facilitating instant
cross-library and cross-branch comparisons, that
it may be difficult to get them to listen to
another, especially a more complex, measure,
such as item-use-day or even total annual uses.

Information must be presented in terms that the
audience will understand. Generally, one must
understand their point of view and prior knowl-
edge. This means using their language, drawing
parallels with other things that they already
know and care about (services, events, and so
on), presenting information in easily understood
and familiar ways. “Materials turnover” doesn't
mean much to outsiders; “average use per item”
is more understandable; and “return on materi-
als investment” is even more sO.

Information must be put in context. A circulation
per capita of 7.5 per annum means little to the
external stakeholders. The highest circulation
per capita in the region, however, or a circula-
tion per capita 20 percent higher than a rival
county—these get attention. One hundred thou-
sand library users per month may impress those
insiders who know that last year it was only
50,000 per month; for those who don't, a more
impressive statement is, “More people used the
library than attended sporting events in this
sports-proud city.” Every city councilmember
knows what a full football stadium looks like.
The comparisons make the data intelligible.
Another example comes from Sam Clay,

director of the Fairfax County Public Library,
through a personal communication: “I lose in
books each year the cost equivalent of three fire
trucks.” After that revelation, his funding
authorities’ challenges to the need for a new
security system ceased. Interestingly, this is a
story than can be built only on statistics. You

Numbers become meaningful only when they can be
related to concepts that can be viscerally grasped.
{Wurman 1989, 178)

have to have the data in order to make the com-
parisons. But it nicely illustrates the lessons of
“meet them on their own terms” and “tell them
a story,” for it translates numbers (dollars, vol-
umes, and so on) into terms that have immedi-
ate associative—almost visual—power, vis-a-vis
one of the funder’s prominent headaches, the
notorious cost of replacing fire trucks.

You have to build off things you understand. Compar-
isons enable recognition. (Wurman 1989, 178)

Local government is very concerned with
“spatial data—comparing conditions in local
neighborhoods” (MacRae 1985, 305) for at least
two reasons: the comparisons help make sense
of the data (if this branch has the lowest use per
capita of any in town, that’s probably not good),
and an enduring public concern is equity of ser-
vices across neighborhoods and socioeconomic
groups. Therefore, most library managers want
data that compare neighborhood with neighbor-
hood. Many of the measures in AMPLE can be
subdivided for localities within a city. This is
especially true in larger urban settings, where
good assessment can show a complex picture of
pluralistic, heterogeneous communities and can
draw a picture of service that compares locality
to locality. Indicators related to service offered
and service used—such as the numbers of mate-
rials owned, visits to the library, reference vol-
ume—are likely to vary within a system of
library outlets.

Convey the message vividly and succinctly. Graph-
ics can convey complex information memorably
and quickly. The proliferation of computers
with graphics capabilities has made this easy;
but it has also led to an epidemic of bad graph-
ics. Several sources discuss the use of graphics
for quantitative data. We refer you particularly
to the inspiring Envisioning Information (Tufte
1990).
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This is not intended to be a tutorial in creat-
ing graphics, but some considerations for creat-
ing good graphics are worth noting:

* A graphic should be able to stand on its own.
It shouldn't require text to explain it. People
sitting in an audience looking at overheads or
readers thumbing through a report may not
listen to or read your explanation; and a
graphic often gets photocopied and separated
from its text. Is your graphic presented and
labelled clearly enough to speak for itself?

*Don't try to do too much with one graphic.
Decide what you most want to convey and do
it. Are you trying to show changes over time,
or differences across branches? Changes in
absolute magnitude, or in relative size?

¢ Test out your graphics. Show them to some-
one uninformed about the subject. Ask that
person to paraphrase the graphics; ask what
questions the graphics leave unanswered.

In learning to do graphics, pay attention to
what you see—in the newspaper, in other peo-
ple’s reports, wherever—and notice which ones
work well, and why.

Some examples of very compelling displays
of data were found a few years ago in Egg maga-
zine in a report on the quality of life at selected
recreational sites in Los Angeles (McAuley
1990). Figure 17 shows the data on the “Chance
of Stepping in Something Gross.”

The report and its data displays were de-
signed to provoke, outrage, and amuse at least
as much as to inform. It is doubtful that any
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Figure 17. Chance of Stepping in Something Gross

hard data were collected in this case. But the les-
son is that the displays easily capture the
reader’s attention and make a simple point, with
impact. The lesson is that presentation can be as
important as the data in communicating a mes-
sage of effectiveness. Displays of library data
could employ Egg-type techniques, invoking the
provocative, outrageous, and amusing elements,
judiciously. Messages with social, economic,
political, and performance meaning can be com-
municated vividly and succinctly to the stake-
holders—messages such as the impact of materi-
als expenditures on circulation; or hours open
on visits to the library.

The Colorado State Library, for years, has
supported a Library Research Service. It regu-
larly investigates questions related to the effec-
tiveness of Colorado’s libraries and reports them
to libraries and library stakeholders. All of the
reports are easily read and understood by peo-
ple without training in research or conversant in
data displays.

One of the services, Peer Data for Colorado
Academic Libraries, generates and displays
comparative data on selected library measures.
The bar chart for materials expenditures is
shown in figure 18. The Colorado example relies
on pre-existing computer software and, unlike
the Egg display, uses cut-and-paste rather than
original artwork. The value of this kind of pre-
sentation is that it offers comparative data to
external stakeholders who may need to be edu-
cated in the standards of goodness for the vari-
ous aspects of libraries. This example can easily
be translated for public library applications, and
the Public Library Data Service and FSCS pro-
vide the raw material for doing so.

Another example from Colorado, directly
related to public libraries, concerns the salaries
of public library directors (Colorado State Li-
brary and Adult Education Office 1991) (figure
19). It would be easy to mark the salary of the
local director on this histogram, for compara-
tive purposes.

Stories vs. Data

Storytelling is another way of putting information in
context and giving you memory.  (Wurman 1989, 237)

Data, even graphically presented, are not the
only, or even always the best, way to convey
information. People remember vivid stories bet-
ter than abstract arguments. They remember
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Institution

Wayne St.

Houston

Akron

Calif. St. Fullerton
Calii. St. Long Beach
Calif. St. Northridge
Calif. St. Sacramento
Memphis St.

Calif. St. Los Angeles

Auraria (campus)

I 1

$0.0 $1.0

{ T

$2.0 $3.0 $4.0 $5.0

Dollars (millions)

Figure 18. Materials Expenditures for Auraria Library and Selected Peer Libraries, 1990

Percentage Change, 1986-30
30.0%

20.0% 18.2%

16.4%

10.0%
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-10.0%

-20.0%

300% | "286%

-40.0%

Under 10,000~ 250,000~ Consumer
2,500 24,999 499,999 Prices
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Source: Library Research Service Based on Municipal Year Book Osta

Figure 19. Average Salary Increases for Western Pub-
lic Library Directors in Selected Population Ranges,
1986-90

best of all that which happens to themselves;
then the stories that they hear firsthand from
participants; and finally good stories that they
hear from other sources. In our interviews,

many local officials illustrated their points with
stories told to them by their constituents. Oral
traditions have relied on myths and parables to
convey principles for living—for good reason.

We all know the impact of stories of personal
achievement and failure:

a welfare mother who became independent
after participating in the library’s graduate
equivalency diploma program;

the author who was inspired by library mate-
rials to write the great American novel;

the underachiever who was turned around by
the caring librarian; and

the student who could not do an assignment
because the materials weren't there.

There are also examples in the public library
field of anecdotes and data being merged. One
of the best of recent years is found in the popu-
lar report of the five-year plan of the Free
Library of Philadelphia (1991). The report con-
sists of the library’s role statements interleaved
with its goals and objectives, current data on
users, and quotations and photographs of
library users. A composite illustration of several
pages is shown in Figure 20. Note that the
anecdote” is told in the photograph and quota-
tion of the user, which relates directly to the
library’s role—"Answer Place”—which, in turn,
relates directly to the data presented.
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ROLE 2: THE ANSWER PLACE

People expect to find something about everything at the
library. Whether it's a question related to a business plan, a
vacation idea, a homework assignment, or a new career,
people want answers.

ERIC W. JOHNSON

“I call the reference department one or two hundred times a
year! | think the librarians are very close to saints. They'll ook
through several books in detail in order to answer a question.
1 {eel as if | have the world at my ear.”

GOAL 1:  MORE ACCURATE, Up-To-DATE
REFERENCE INFORMATION

'94 * Create easier access to library holdings with a
better on-line computer catalog.
* Update community information collections and
agency files annually.
GOAL 2:  FASTER REFERENCE INFORMATION
‘93 * Determine feasibility of a central library periodical
center.
* Increase available shelf space at central library.

* Upgrade the telephone system; include portable
phones and automatic answering machines

'94 * Provide dial-in access to the on-line catalog on
weekends and evenings.

‘g5 * Establish a network for information delivery
between all branches for same-day delivery of
documents.

* Create a telephone reference service for hours
the library is not open.

3.0

25

20

1.5

1.0

5

0
Miions 1975 1980 1985 1990

Quastions Answered 13751990
Figure 20. Role 2: The Answer Place

Talking to the Particular
Stakeholders

Moving from general issues in talking with
stakeholders, the rest of this chapter considers
the public library’s various stakeholder groups,
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what they most want to know about the library,
and how to use AMPLE to design a system of
assessing and communicating library goodness
in a multifaceted political environment.

AMPLE works as a checklist for highlighting
the indicators and, subordinately, measures that
are preferred by the library’s stakeholders in

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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general, and by particular stakeholders or stake-
holder types whom you have identified as key
actors in your library’s future. Obviously, this is
part of building a program of assessment, and it
moves us toward the communication aspect of
representing the library.

In identifying stakeholders, you should keep
in mind that individuals may hold several differ-
ent stakes in the organization. This is certainly
true with regard to libraries. A possible explana-
tion for the similarity of indicator rankings
among the seven stakeholder groups of the Pub-
lic Library Effectiveness Study is that they all
played the role of library user at some point in
their lives. Their responses may have been
somewhat homogenized and the differences,
role to role (stake to stake), obscured. It is con-
ceivable that the same person would occupy the
role of local official and library user; or of com-
munity leader and trustee; or of user and friend
of the library.

Further, Pfeffer and Salancik (1978, 30-31)
assert that it is sets of behaviors, rather than indi-
viduals, that should provide the focus for identi-
fying the organization’s external forces. A gross
way of enumerating behaviors is to identify the
variety of key roles played in the library’s envi-
ronment (as well as internally)—identifying
stakeholder groups for your library on the basis
of the various stakeholding roles being played.
Only then would one identify the persons to
communicate with regarding the library.

Stakeholders are generally classified as inter-
nal (members of the organization) or external.
However, this classification is a continuum, not
a dichotomy, as people vary in the extent to
which they belong to the organization. Mills
(1986), for example, says that users of service
organizations, especially those where self-ser-
vice or coproduction is significant (see chapter
4), are partial members ot the organization.

Stakeholders, via the Public Library
Effectiveness Study

The Public Library Effectiveness Study surveyed
members of seven key public library constituent
groups and asked what indicators they would
find useful in evaluating or describing the
library. (Chapter 5 describes the groups in detail
and presents the study method) We found
slight differences in survey responses across
groups. In the in-depth interviews with selected
respondents, and in subsequent discussions
with library leaders, we heard much greater dif-
ferences across constituent groups, leading us to

believe that our survey instrument was not sen-
sitive or comprehensive enough to fully reflect
the differences among groups. The discussion in
this chapter about constituent group desires and
preferences, therefore, is based on the survey
responses, the interviews, other discussions with
public library leaders, and the writings of other
aralysts concerned with decision-making and
organizational effectiveness in the public sector.

Figure 21 summarizes the responses of the
seven constituent groups surveyed. One of the
first things that jumps off the matrix is that sev-
eral indicators are held as “very important” by
all stakeholder groups:

Staff Quality

Efficiency of Library Operations
Staff Helpfulness

Community Awareness of Offerings
Services Suited to the Community
Materials Availability
Convenience of Building Location
Range of Materials

Range of Services

Convenience of Hours

Materials Quality

Yet there are points of disagreement. In what
follows, we will discuss expected and observed
differences among the stakeholder groups, pos-
sible reasons for these differences, and how to
use this information in talking to constituent
groups. Later in this chapter, we will discuss
methods of presenting the AMPLE data.

External Stakeholders

Pfeffer and Salancik (1978) assert that the exter-
nal (“contextual”) forces are critical in determin-
ing the fate of an organization because they con-
trol the resources without which there would be
no organization. The entire range of external
stakeholders is often difficult to identify. For a
complex public institution, such as a library, the
individuals and groups who have actual or
potential power over decisions about the library
can be varied and hidden. The resources that
they control are of two basic kinds: the purse
strings, and the attention of those appointed and
elected officials who control the purse strings.

It seems to us—and there is a lot of literature
in support—that many public libraries have not
been good at the care and feeding of the external
stakeholders in the past and long to know how
to talk to them, persuade them, sell them on the
library program. That is, public libraries have
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CL LO FR TR us LM LS
Dimension 1: Traditional Counts
Uses and Users t t t * ;e * *
Visits to Library + * + . i . .
Circulation t * + * ;e * *
Reference Volume i t ¥ t ¥ + i
Variety of Users i t b t ¥ 4 t
Materials Turnover b8 i i t ;e t t
Materials Expenditure ¥ t t t t * *
Total Expenditures t t ¥ t t t t
Program Attendance t t i i ¥ t t
In-Library Use b b N i b t b
Materials Owned t t t t t t *
Staff Size b b8 t t t t t
Reference Fill Rate + i i i + % +
Staff Expenditures t t 1 t ¥ 4 4
Equipment Usage b i 1 i b i i
Use of Library Compared to Other b b8 t i i t b

Service Events

Dimension 2: Internal Processes
Managerial Competence * * * * + + *
Staff Morale t t * * * * *
Staff Quality * * * * * * *
Staff Helpfulness * * * * * * *
Support of Intellectual Freedom t i * t * + t
Efficiency of Library Operations * * * * * * *
Written Policies b3 b3 t t i t t
Goal Achievement t t t * + + +
Safety of Users t i t i t t t
Dimension 3: Community Fit
Community Awareness of Offerings * * * * * * *
Users’ Evaluation * * + * + * *
Contribution to Community Well-Being * * * * + + *
Services Suited to the Community * * * * * * *
Public Opinion * * * * t * *
Flexibility of Library Management * + t * t t t
Staff Suited to Community t + t + t t t
Public Relations i t + + t t +

*+ = Very important indicator (i.e., within the top 20 for that stakeholder group)

t = Important indicator (i.e., between 21 and 40 for that stakeholder group)

1 = Notvery important indicator (i.e., between 41 and 61 for that stakeholder group)
§ = Rating data were not collected on this indicator.

Figure 21. Stakeholders’ Preferences for Indicators (continued)
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CcL LO FR TR us LM LS
Dimension 3: (continued)
Staff Contact with Users 1 t t +
Relations with Community Agencies t i s i i L
Community Analysis i L { i i 1 i
Dimension 4: Access to Materials
Information about Other Collections t 1 + 1 + 1 t
Inter-Library Loans 1 i 1 ¥ t 1 I
Cooperation with Other Libraries t t t t * 1 t
Speed of Service * * * t * * +
Materials Availability * * * * * * *
Extent Services Are Free * * * t * t t
Dimension 5: Physical Facilities
Convenience of Building Location * * * * * * *
Building Easy to Identify T + * t t * +
Parking * t + ¥ * + b
Building Suitability t t % + . t t
Building Appeal t t t t t ¥ 1
Dimension 6: Boundary Spanning
Political and Fiscal Viability of the Library § § § § § § §
Board Activeness s t ¥ i i b3 s
Voluntary Contributions s 1 i i i i i
Library Products t t t i t s i
Energy Efficiency of Building 1 1 1 i b ¥ s
Continuing Education for Staff 1 e e s t i t
Planning and Evaluation t t T t t + t
Public Involvement in Library Decisions 1 b 1 1 b 1 t
Dimension 7: Service Offerings
Range of Materials * * * * * * *
Range of Services * * * * * * *
Convenience of Hours * * * * * * *
Materials Quality * * * * * * *
Newness of Materials * t t t * t t
Dimension8: Service to Special Groups
Handicapped Access * * * t * t T
Special Group Services t * * T * t 1
+ = Very important indicator (i.e., within the top 20 for that stakeholder group)
t = Important indicator (i.e., between 21 and 40 for that stakeholder group)
1 = Not very important indicator (i.e., between 41 and 61 for that stakeholder group)
Figure 21. {continued) § = Rating data were not collected on this indicator.
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been representing themselves better to the inter-
nal than to the external interests. Thus, this book
spends a large amount of time on communicat-
ing with the centextual stakeholders.

The external constituencies of the public li-
brary identified in the Public Library Effective-
ness Study and their particular interests are as
follows.

Elected officials. According to Heymann (1987;
126-27), legislators have five major categories of
concern:

1. the merits of the proposal: both what they
think is good for their jurisdiction and
what they believe the contituents with
whom they identify are entitled to on this
occasion;

2. what their votes will mean in terms of
maintaining electoral support;

3. how their positions and actions will affect
their influence on other matters;

4. what is required for the continued health
of the legislative process as a whole; and

5. demands of loyalty and friendship.

A group of public library leaders (Van House
and Childers 1991, 275) identified the major cur-
rent social and political concerns which affect
officials’ (and the public’s) assessment of the
public library—the pressing issues in their juris-
dictions and for their constituents—which relate
to the public library as:

*economic developmens, including attracting
and nurturing business, bolstering job oppor-
tunities and job preparedness, and facilitating
the job search;

* education of the citizenry, largely as a supple-
ment to a failing public education system;

* the appeal of service agencies to diverse audi-
ences, with special attention to the non-
English speaking, the illiterate, and the disad-
vantaged; and

ethe quality of management of the public
enterprise, which includes demonstrating pro-
ductivity, being a good team player, demon-
strating political savoir faire, and educating
them about what the library can do and the
criteria by which it is to be judged. The last
point directly led these two authors to con-
ceive and write this book.

We would expect elected officials to be most
concerned with library outputs and outcomes
(impact on the community), and with which
parts of the community are being served. In our
interviews, we also found that they were con-

L )
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cerned with the broader public sector issues that
concern the citizenry, including waste, equity of
services, and, in general, managerial competence
as a determinant of efficiency in the use of pub-
lic resources. Since elected officials depend on
the voting public for their continued electoral
success, their concerns have to echo those of
their constituents.

Elected officials are also concerned about how
their vote on library matters fits into the larger
political decision-making structure. For exam-
ple, a city councilmember in a city with district
elections told us that, in matters concerning a
branch library in another district, he would
defer to the wishes of the councilmember for
that district, and would expect her to do the
same on issues affecting his district.

The Public Library Effectiveness Study results
generally confirm these expectations (see figure
21): local officials were most concerned with the
indicators that fell under commuity fit, Internal
Processes, Service Offerings, and Services to
Special Groups. (Note that the Public Library
Effectiveness Study did not distinguish between
elected and appointed local officials.)

Appointed officials. Appointed officials want to
succeed in their jobs and to look good to the
elected officials and the public (who influence
elected officials) in order to earn the support
they need to do their jobs. A good library direc-
tor helps his or her superiors avoid headaches
and create success (Chase and Reveal 1983).
When the library gets attention, the attention
should be positive and reflect well on the library
and local government (Van House and Childers
1991).

In looking at the library, we would expect
appointed officials to share the elected officials’
concerns for results and for the distributional
impact of services. In addition, they would be
more concerned about internal organizational
processes. A city manager told us that he didn't
know what a good library should do, but as a
manager he knew a good manager when he saw
one and could trust him or her to run a good
library. The key indicator of effectiveness for
this city official is Managerial Competence—
which can be obliquely suggested in many ways
(economy of operation; good budget; stable
staff; high use by the public; and so on), but is
very hard to measure directly.

The general public. The public consists of con-
sumers or potential consumers of public ser-
vices; it also includes the taxpayers who support
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them. They are concerned about specific pro-
grams and services for themselves or client
groups about whom they care, for whatever rea-
son. For example, children, especially children at
risk, are a client group about whom many in the
community care.

The public also cares about power relation-
ships and equity, what the distribution of public
services says about who is important and who
gets what. It is common, for example, for com-
munities to fight for branch libraries as a symbol
of their power and the attention paid to them,
regardless of whether they use it.

The public also shows concern over enduring
issues about the public sector’s use of tax
monies, including waste, corruption, and exces-
sive government interference in people’s lives
(Heymann 1987), independent of the particular
government unit or service under consideration.

And, finally, the public is concerned about
how individual public sector decisions relate to
broader social concerns, such as how library
spending can help in the public education crisis
or in a faltering local economy. The public is
concerned that its limited tax dollars be used
well, for worthwhile and cost-effective pro-
grams (see chapter 1).

The Public Library Effectiveness Study did
not survey members of the general public, so we
cannot confirm these expectations from our sur-
vey data. We did, however, survey two other
external groups who are closely related to the
general public: community leaders and library
users.

Community leaders. For public libraries, commu-
nity leaders include the heads of cultural, educa-
tion, and media enterprises (such as museums,
school districts, or newspapers), heads of influ-
ential civic organizations (such as community
improvement associations or neighborhood
associations), leaders of industry (such as the
president of the chamber of commerce or a high-
level manager of a major firm), and others who
are considered to speak for the larger commu-
nity. Community leaders represent, but are also
often out in front of the public: they may iden-
tify problems and trends before the public as a
whole does. They may see themselves as
guardians of the public trust and watchdogs of
public expenditures. Because community lead-
ers are less constrained by public opinion than
elected officials, they may be able to take more
radical stands on some issues. Many represent
or lead special interest groups.

Community leaders can be expected to care

about the larger social and political agenda of
their community, quality of government, and
efficiency of public services, as well as issues
more specific to the library, primarily services
and distributional impact, secondarily internal
processes. From figure 21, it appears that our
community leaders were not as concerned about
traditional Library Service Counts as about
Community Fit and Service Offerings.

Library users. Library users are concerned about
the services that they themselves use and the
other characteristics of the library they value.
Branch library users, for example, may know
that the selection of materials is greater at the
main library, but they may prefer the ambiance of
the branch and its role as a neighborhood center.

Our user respondents were most concerned
about materials,” “service offerings,” and ”inter-
nal processes.” The first is predictable. The sec-
ond is more of a surprise until one looks at the
indicators included in that dimension—many of
which directly affect users, such as Staff Quality
and Helpfulness. Users were the group most con-
cerned about Physical Facilities with which, of
course, they have more experience than any
group other than staff. They had surprisingly lit-
tle interest in the Traditional Counts with which
libraries most often assess themselves.

Internal Stakeholders

As noted in chapter 4, Wilson (1989) says that
external forces, such as interest groups and for-
mal governors, influence the direction and effect
of an organization. But he argues that a public
organization’s being is also defined by how
what he calls the operators—in our case, librari-
ans, and library technicians—and management
(library directors) see their critical tasks. Indeed,
the external world may mandate a broad mis-
sion for the public organization, may provide
the wherewithall for success to a greater or
lesser degree, and may grant or withhold the
discretion to operate freely. Once such parame-
ters are laid down, if they are sufficiently uncon-
straining, the public organization often has a
great deal of latitude in defining its own critical
focus and how it operates. The internals have
major control. (Remember our city manager
who said that he didn’t know what a litrary
should do.)

In fact, public libraries enjoy a wide latitude,
as public organizations go, since the public
tends to have a fairly simple and naive view of
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public libraries (often defining public library
service as that which their local public library
does, and no more). Some knowledgeable users
have a broader conception of the library’s stock-
in-trade {information and information materials
in many different formats). In some instances,
the community has made the library a semi-
independent organization (by incorporating it
under a board of trustees or establishing an
autonomous tax base). In such circumstances,
where operating discretion is broad, Wilson
(1989) says that the operating members wield
tremendous influence on what the organization
is or is not.

Moreover, the public library is a professional
bureaucracy, as Mintzberg (1989) defines it,
which is characterized by having an “operating
core” that is relatively powerful. Remember the
discussion in chapter 4 about the high degree of
independence of professionals in a service orga-
nization characterized by indeterminant technol-
ogy. The actions of individual staff members
have a major impact on deciding the true operat-
ing mission of the organization.

In an environment in which staff have wide
latitude and a structure where the operating
core is typically strong, library professionals can
be expected to play a major role in deciding the
library’s essential nature: whether the library
serves the educational or leisure or vocational
needs of the citizenry; is a utility linking citizens
to all the world’s information materials; offers
deep or shallow collections; strives to reach the
traditionally non-using public; and other things.
To get a sense of just how much latitude the pro-
fessionals have, consider how much variation
often exists between neighboring libraries; and
how much a change in top management can
alter the nature of a library and its services.

Management and public services staff, how-
ever, often have somewhat different views. In
many small library outlets, such as community
branches, the roles of library manager and
library services staff may converge in a single
person. But in larger organizations, manage-
ment and the public services staff may differ
substantially in their roles and their views.

Public services staff. The public services staff, as
boundary-spanners—that is, people at that
“boundary” of the organization who interact
with the external world in the person of the
user—have a dual loyalty to the organization
and to its clients (Hasenfeld 1983). They are
often especially concerned that the library is
doing what their clients need and want, and

even act as advocates for their clients. The Public
Library Effectiveness Study shows their interest
to be strongly focused on indicators of service
quality and the resources that the library applies
to service. Public service librarians, as well as
library managers, place more emphasis on Tra-
ditional Counts—the measures by which
libraries have customarily measured their own
effectiveness — than do any other groups.

Library management. Managers have a somewhat
different view than public services staff. Man-
agers may be somewhat removed from the daily
reality with which public services staff deal all
the time. At the same time, managers necessarily
take a larger view of the organization: While the
children’s services and reference staff vie for
resources, the manager may have to decide
whether one should be cut back in favor of the
other. And management has the task of repre-
senting the library to the political world.
Whereas public services staff may interact
largely with library users, management has to
talk to decision-makers who may be more skep-
tical or less informed about the library’s actions
and value.

Boundary-Spanning
Stakeholders

As noted above, internal versus external is a
continuum, not a dichotomy. Boundary span-
ners are those individuals at the boundary
between the organization and its environment.
Above, we described public services staff, as
boundary-spanners because they often act as the
interface between the library and the user. But
as employees, they are clearly more internal to
the organization than the following groups.

Trustees and board members. Many, though not all,
public libraries have boards whose role is to rep-
resent the interests of the community, to the
library, and the library to the community, that
is, they act as boundary-spanners between the
library and the community, and the library and
local officials. As boundary-spanners, they take
on some of the characteristics of people on each
side of the boundary.

In the Public Library Effectiveness Study,
trustees were most concerned with Internal Pro-
cesses, Community Fit, and Traditional Counts.
They are responsible for the library’s relations
with its public and for monitoring internal oper-
ations—usually either hiring and firing the
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director, or advising the government official
who does so. And as quasi-members of the orga-
nization, they are probably more familiar with
the traditional counts than others would be. In
many instances the library will have used the
Traditional Counts to communicate with its
trustees.

Friends. Many libraries have formal friends of
the library groups. These are volunteers who are
active in supporting the library politically and
financially (e.g., fund-raising). They are generally
library users, but not average users: rather, they
are “true-believer users.” They are, by definition,
strongly identified with the library as it is now.

Members of friends groups were most con-
cerned with Community Fit, Services, and
Access to Materials—fairly similar to users, of
whom they are a dedicated subset.

Conclusion

The way to use the preference matrix (see figure
21, “Stakeholders’ Preferences for Indicators”)
for talking with library stakeholders is to see it
as a general guide to making choices about what
to present. You will want to invent, create,
adjust, rearrange, reject, refute. Hold in mind
that your particular situation may not match—
may actually contradict—the national data on
which AMPLE and the matrix were built. The
wrong way to use the matrix is to consider it an
accurate picture of your particular situation.
AMPLE and the matrix are checklists, not edicts.
Your stakeholders may vary in their preferences
from the national picture. And, of course, you
will identify stakeholders differently from or
more specifically than the seven in the matrix.

This chapter has considered how the library
can communicate with its many constituent
groups. We have talked in general about the
information that constituent groups need and in
what form, and specifically about who are the
public library’s constituents and what do we
know about their interests and preferences.

The critical point is that the library has to
address its audience’s interests in terms that
they understand. These interests may—probably
will—vary across constituent groups. AMPLE is
a help in designing an assessment program and
using it to communicate with the library’s envi-
ronment, but in each situation local needs and
preferences will determine what information is
used and how. We can offer suggestions and

guidelines. But just as the movement in public
libraries during the last 20 years or so has been
toward local planning and measurement, so are
assessment and communication ultimately func-
tions of the local environment.
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And, in Sum..

Wherein the major points made in the preceding are
recapped and the implications for the library future
are drawn.

The mission of this book has been to (1)
define effectiveness for the public library, and
(2) provide guidelines for assessing the library’s
effectiveness and communicating it to the
library’s stakeholders.

Several themes have surfaced. First is that the
task of the library manager vis-a-vis effective-
ness is threefold: to manage an effective organi-
zation; to assess the library’s effectiveness, with-
out which the manager cannot judge success at
the first task; and, finally, to communicate the
library’s effectiveness to the larger environment.
This book emphasizes the last two, assessing and
communicating the library’s effectiveness. As a
tax-supported organization, the library relies for
its support on people who are not necessarily
consumers of its services. The holders of the
purse strings have to be informed of what good
the library is accomplishing with the resources
that they give it.

A second theme is that the decision-making
process surrounding the library is political, with
many players in various and shifting roles. The
library has to identify them, address their inter-
ests, and communicate to them on their terms.

The third theme is that effectiveness is a big
territory with many possible ways to map it, all
of which are valid, all of which may be applied
to the library at some time or another.

Effectiveness Defined

Chapter 1 begins by asking a basic question:
“What is organizational effectiveness?” and
defines it broadly as “goodness,” the degree to

which success has been achieved, the quality of
an organization’s performance.

Effectiveness can be assessed at many lev-
els—the individual, the unit, or the organization.
The emphasis in this book has been on organiza-
tional-level assessment, although the same con-
cepts and methods can be and are used for units
within the organization. Current methods of
personnel evaluation, in addition, follow a simi-
lar approach in defining criteria, collecting infor-
mation, and comparing the evidence on
employee performance with expectations.

Libraries’ growing concern with effectiveness
comes, in part, because they are caught in a
squeeze of rising costs and expectations and
increasing competition for public funds. The
basic issue is scarcity: there has never been and
never will be enough funding for what the
library can and should do. Libraries are caught
in a continuing spiral of trying to do more with
less. Society feels an increasingly urgent concern
about getting the maximum benefit from its
overstretched tax dollars. Taxpayers and gov-
ernment officials want to know the yield on
their public investment. They want to know that
the funds have been used wisely and that the
programs they support are of value. As social
problems intensify, people grow suspicious of
established approaches. They doubt our ability
to educate troubled youths, to halt the spread of
drugs and crime, to fix our streets. They ques-
tion not just the efficiency, but the efficacy, of
public programs: Do the professionals really
know what they are doing?

The management literature offers four main
approaches to effectiveness. The goal model
defines effectiveness in terms of the organiza-
tion’s achievement of specific ends. The process
model is concerned with internal processes and
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organizational health. The systems resource model
emphasizes the organization’s need to secure
resources from its environment. And the multiple
constituencies model defines effectiveness as the
degree to which the needs and expectations of
the organization’s constituent groups are met.

These models are not mutually exclusive, and
all four surface in this book at various times. The
library management tools developed by the
Public Library Association—Output Measures for
Public Libraries (Van House and others 1987) and
Planning and Role Setting for Public Libraries
(McClure and others 1987)—have taken a pri-
marily goals-oriented approach, so that is the
one probably the most familiar to most public
librarians. But effectiveness has all these many
faces. No single definition or approach is the
most valid; in listening to constituents, the
library manager may hear them all.

Evaluation

Chapter 2 looks at the process of evaluation and
its relationship to effectiveness. Evaluation is
judgment, the comparison of organizational per-
formance against expectations and standards.
Evidence of the organization’s performance—
objective and subjective, data, anecdotes, and
impressions—provides the raw material for
evaluation, but is not in itself evaluative.

Chapter 2 also defined some basic concepts.
A dimension of effectiveness is a broad, underly-
ing aspect of an organization’s performance that
is monitored in assessing effectiveness. A
dimension is made up, in turn, of more specific
items, or indicators. A dirnension is more abstract
and conceptual (for example, community fit), an
indicator more concrete (for example, commu-
nity awareness of library service offerings). An
indicator is then operationalized by a measure
(for example, proportion of respondents to a
survey who are aware that the library lends
videotapes). Each dimension may have multiple
indicators, and each indicator may be opera-
tionalized in a variety of measures.

Ultimately, we want to know what causes
effectiveness—what organizational actions work,
what environmental characteristics have to be
taken into account, and so forth. But to investi-
gate this question, we have to determine how we
will know success when we see it. That is, we
first need to define and operationalize the dimen-
sions, indicators, and measures of effectiveness.

The general systems model links inputs to

processes to outputs to outcomes. In viewing an
organization, we would like to have data about
all of them, but inputs and processes are gener-
ally much easier to observe than outputs and
outcomes. Orr (1973) shows how we assume
that more library inputs will result in more and
better outputs (services) and, ultimately, better
outcomes (beneficial effects)}—for example, we
assume that more programs for youth-at-risk in
branches in neighborhoods with a large number
of such young people will bring them into the
library and help them stay in school.

In assessing the library, observers apply their
own criteria and operate from their own models
of cause and effect concerning library services
and community outcomes. For example, the city
council member whose greatest concern is help-
ing youth-at-risk may be most interested in the
number of youth using the library because she
assumes that library use will help them stay in
school and, in turn, get gainful employment.

Existing measures of library services tend to
be heavy on inputs and processes because they
are readily observable and quantifiable. Al-
though they are really only the means to achieve
the ends (that is, outputs and outcomes), we use
them as proxies for the ends.

Measurement data are not the only, or neces-
sarily the best, way to evaluate organizational
performance. Anecdotes are persuasive and
memorable. Stories can illustrate and bring
immediacy to data.

Management Tools

Chapter 3 shows how several major manage-
ment tools fit into effectiveness, its assessment,
and its presentation. Planning, measurement,
budgeting, and personnel appraisal can all be
understood as efforts toward assessing effective-
ness and controlling action. Since the 1970s, the
public library profession has been developing
approaches to planning and measurement that
can be used to assess effectiveness, as it is locally
defined. Centrally defined standards of perfor-
mance gave way to efforts to identify a single
definition or measure of goodness which, in
turn, gave way to a localization of planning and
evaluation. Through such tools as Planning and
Role Setting for Public Libraries (McClure and oth-
ers 1987) and Output Measures for Public Libraries
(Van House and others 1987), the Public Library
Association has helped local libraries define
effectiveness and assess it.
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These works have their limits. They assume a
rational, monolithic approach to decision-mak-
ing that doesn’t accurately reflect the library’s
complex political reality. However, they have
improved the quality of data for decision-mak-
ing in public libraries. They have provided not
only a process, but an orientation toward defin-
ing the ends to be achieved and using quantita-
tive data to assess progress.

Budgeting is also an essential way of repre-
senting an organization’s effectiveness. Increas-
ingly complex budgeting systems have emerged
from the desire for greater accountability in the
public sector. Government officials and the pub-
lic want to know what they are getting for their
money, in order to make difficult decisions
about resource allocation. Budgeting systems
are intended to show the relationship among
inputs, processes, outputs, and outcomes.

Individual performance appraisal in many
ways parallels organization-level performance
appraisal. The library fulfills its mission, ulti-
mately, through the people who work in it. Just
as the organization is held accountable for what
it accomplishes, so are the individuals within it.
Newer appraisal methods link individual per-
formance to organizational performance.

The Public Library Itself

Chapter 4 looks at several key characteristics of
the public library. The first is that it is publicly
funded. As a result, its income is determined by
the political process, rather than coming from
the sale of its services, so its income is separated
from its outputs. The people making decisions
about the library are not necessarily the ones
who benefit. The library’s budget is just one of a
series of decisions negotiated by local govern-
ment officials, interest groups, and other politi-
cal players. As a result, the library may some-
times be seen as a bit player in a much larger
drama. And the public library is not a major
political player. It generally does not have either
powerful foes or champions.

It may be difficult for the political decision-
makers to decide how much to spend on the
library. There is no coramon metric by which to
assess the value of its outputs compared to its
costs. The library’s value to the larger commu-
nity may not be as self-evident as that of the
public services with which it competes—the
police department, the fire department, social
welfare agencies, and so forth.

The second characteristic is that the library is
a service organization. Services—as opposed to
goods—are often intangible and transitory, and
difficult to observe and assess. Service is often a
result of a partnership between the client and
the service provider, each of whom plays a role
in determining the outcome. The relationship
between staff actions and client outcomes is
often uncertain, that is, the best course of action
is not always clear. And we can'’t really measure
what interests us most: outcomes. The final
effects of library use often occur later, outside of
the library. Did the information obtained from
the library help the client?

A third characteristic is that much library use
is self-service. The library provides facilities,
materials, and staff. Clients decide on their own
how to use them, how far to go, and whether
and when to ask for help. When we assess
library effectiveness, then, we are assessing the
interaction of the library and the client.
Although the library has a responsibility to facil-
itate user success, the user plays a critical role in
determining the purposes for which the library
will be used and the result of his or her use of
the library.

A Model of Public
Library Effectiveness

Chapter 5 presents the major results of the Pub-
lic Library Effectiveness Study. It was an empiri-
cal study of how public library constituents
view public library effectiveness. We were not
concerned with how effective they judged their
libraries to be, but rather with the criteria they
used in making those effectiveness judgments.
Seven major public library constituent groups
were asked to rate the importance of 61 indica-
tors of public library effectiveness in evaluating
the library. From their responses, rankings of the
indicators for each of the seven groups were
developed, and the indicators were grouped
into eight broader dimensions of public library
effectiveness. The dimensions can be used to
define the larger isz 25 to be addressed in
assessing public library effectiveness and to
choose among the indicators and their measures.

Chapter 6 presents “A Model of Public
Library Effeciiveness” (AMPLE), derived from
the findings of the Public Library Effectiveness
Study. AMPLE is a listing and classification of in-
dicators and measures, grouped by dimensions,
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that may be used to review the comprehen-
siveness of a library’s program of assessment, to
develop a program of assessment, and to
develop a strategy for communicating with key
stakeholders. AMPLE is presented in both a
longer and a shorter version, for the more and
the less ambitious readers. It is not intended to
be a ready-made assessment program, because
each library must consider its own priorities and
those of its community; but it does assist the
library in improving its own assessment, deci-
sion-making, and communication with stake-
holders.

AMPLE differs from Output Measures for Pub-
lic Libraries (Van House and others 1987) in that
the latter presented a very limited number of
widely applicable measures of output. OMPL
was designed to provide detailed hand-holding
for a set of measures considered to be almost
universally applicable to public libraries.
AMPLE is designed to help in creating a more
comprehensive and customized system of
assessment. AMPLE may well be, for most
libraries, the next step after OMPL.

Using AMPLE with
Stakeholders

AMPLE = Assess and communicate library effec-
tiveness.

To communicate with the many groups who
assess the library and control its resources, or
who influence those who do, the library has to
identify the stakeholders, determine which indi-
cators and measures will be most useful in com-
municating with them, and design a communi-
cation strategy.

Chapter 7 discusses some general principles
for communicating with stakeholders, identifies
the public library’s major stakeholder groups,
and identifies, from the Public Library Effective-
ness Study and other sources, those groups’
likely interests in the public library.

The final choice of indicators is largely politi-
cal. Generally, political decision-makers are
most concemed about how the service or pro-
gram affects their constituents’ interests—the
larger problems of society and their particular
concerns—and who is to benefit, what alliances
are to be built, and the health of the political
process. Library management has to decide who
the audience is and what it wants to know.

The information that the library uses to
describe itself to the larger world tells people
what and who the library thinks is impertant,
what the library has done and has tried to do,
and for whom. Therefore, the library must build
its asessment program to meet the agendas of its
stakeholders. This does not mean that the library
doesn't have its own agenda. Indeed, the library
is given unusual latitude in setting its own
agenda because most members of the larger
community have a fairly simplistic idea of what
the library should do and relatively low expecta-
tions for its performance.

The library must also argue for its own legiti-
macy—that it is using public funds wisely, for
worthwhile programs and efficient operations.
Because so many of its observers have a rather
limited concept of the library, library manage-
ment can, to a large degree, control their expec-
tations, set their criteria, and influence their
evaluation by the way that it presents itself.

In communicating about the library with
external stakeholders, in particular, you should
remember that people integrate new informa-
tion with what they already know. Information
needs to be presented in language they under-
stand, and put into a familiar context. For exam-
ple, comparisons give data a context, as when
one neighborhood is compared with another.
Local government, for instance, is especially
concerned with spatial data and neighborhood
comparisons.

Graphics can be particularly powerful for
conveying information quickly and succinctly
when used well. Stories and anecdotes are also
powerful. They are easily remembered and can
enliven data in ways that connect with the hear-
ers’ own experiences (for example, losing the
equivalent cost of three fire trucks in disappear-
ing library materials).

From the Public Library Effectiveness Study
survey and interviews, and other discussion
about public sector decision-making, we can
infer some things about what is most likely to
capture the interest of various stakeholder
groups. However, each library has to consider
its own community and the interests and needs
of its particular stakeholders.

One of the more surprising findings is that
the set of indicators that libraries have most
commonly used (the Traditional Counts dimen-
sion) is of interest primarily to internal (librarian
and trustee) stakeholders, but is not particularly
interesting to anyone else. Externals are much
more interested in the library’s relationships
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with its community and its overall program of
services. Externals also have a strong interest in
the library’s management. This is probably a
manifestation of an overarching concern about
the efficiency of government operations. What
this means is that the library has to be careful to
speak to its constituents about what it is doing
and how, the results of its actions, and its inter-
nal operations.

Final Thoughts

The purpose of this book has been to help librar-
ians become more effective managers and politi-
cians. The two are indivisible. Running an effi-
cient and effective operation is a necessary, but
not a sufficient, condition for organizational
health. The resources needed to keep the library
going—funding, staff energy, users, and com-
munity support—depend not only on the library
being good, but on others knowing that it is
good.

The point is that a varied audience, with dis-
parate understandings of the library, plays a
critical role in determining the library’s survival.
The public library manager has to determine
who audience members are and how to talk to
them about the library. They have to see how
the library is important to their interests. It is not
enough today, if it ever was, to present the
library in terms of how well it does what
libraries are supposed to do. We cannot assume
that people understand and value the public
library simply on its own terms. The traditional

community support for the public library as a
good thing to have, regardless of who used it or
for what, is giving way to the reality of over-
whelming social problems, rising costs, over-
stressed tax revenues, and government deficits.
In this kind of a climate, the public librarian has
to be an astute manager and politician.

The managers of the public library have to be
at least as critical and skeptical of the library as
their audiences are. They have to be the first, not
the last, to identify outmoded services and oper-
ations and to know when it is time to redirect
the library. Those who believe that the public
library is a valuable institution and have dedi-
cated their careers to it have to be the most cre-
ative in adapting the library to the society that it
serves and on which it depends, and in explain-
ing the library to those who matter.
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A. The AMPLE Worksheet

The complete AMPLE model is repeated in this
section for your use as a planning tool if desired.
To use the “short” AMPLE, use only the mea-
sures highlighted with a gray background.

In this format, columns indicating othersources
of measures have been eliminated. The columns

E+

E|D|D+

indicating ease of use have been retained. Two
riarrow blank columns have been added at right
for any use you may designate. Finally, the right-
most “Comments” column is provided for your
additional notes in planning an assessment proj-
ect or any additional notations.

Comments

Dimension 1: Traditional Counts

1.1 Usks AND USERS
Total uses of all services per x
annum

Current registration per capita X

Total users per annum per x

capita

1.2 VisITs TO LIBRARY

Annual visits (turnstile count) X X

Frequency of visits per visitor X
Time spent in building X
Average number of services x

used during visits

1.3 CIRCULATION
Number of materials circulated X

per annum

... and per capita X

Number of materials circulated X
per person per visit

Types of materials borrowed X
per annum

Total materials used X
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E+ E I D ‘ D+ Comments
1.4 Torar EXPENDITURES
‘ Total annual expenditure x
‘ Annual capital expenditure X

Annual operating expenditure X

Annual income by source X

1.5 REFERENCE VOLUME
Number of reference X
transactions per annum

Patterns of reference usage

1.6 VARIETY OF USERS
Users (grouped by demo- X
graphic characteristics)

as a percentage of total users X

as a percent of the popula- X
tion in each group

1.7 MATERIALS TURNOVER

Turnover rate X
Turnover rate by type of X
material

1.8 MATERIALS EXPENDITURE
Materials expenditure per X
annum

...and + total operating X
expenditures

Materials expenditure by X
category + total operating
expenditures

1.9 PROGRAM ATTENDANCE
Program attendance per annum | x
(audience size)

Attendance at out-of-library X
programs

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Comments

1.10 IN-L1BRARY Use
In-Library use of materiuls

...and as a % of circulation

1.11 MATERIALS OWNED
Items held

Items by type, as a % of total
items

Includes book, serial, audio, visual, microform, and computer formats

X

1.12 STAFF SIZE
Staff size

Professional staff size per capita
Number of staff + circulation

Number of public service staff +
users per annum

Public service staff per hour
open

1.13 REFERENCE FILL RATE
Reference fill rate
Correct answers to reference
questions

Scope and depth of reference
resources

1.14 STAFF EXPENDITURES
Expenditure for personnel

... and as % of total
expenditures

1.15 EQUIPMENT USAGE
Number of pieces of
equipment available, by type

Number of equipment uses
... and per annum

Percentage of tirne equipment
is in use

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Comments

1.16 Usk oF LiBRARY COMPARED TO
OTHER SERVICES/ EVENTS
Library uses per annum

compared to other product or
service use

Dimension 2: Internal Processes

2.1 MANAGERIAL COMPETENCE
Managerial competence

2.2 STAFF MORALE
Staff morale

2.3 Starr QUALITY
Overall staff quality

Total professionals + total staff

2.4 STAF HELPFULNESS
Helpful, courteous staff,
concerned about client

Level of staff assistance to users

2.5 SUPPORT OF INTELLECTUAL
FREEDOM
Library endorsement of
intellectual freedom
statements

Use of materials regardless of
content, format, or treatment,
by any user
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Comments

2.6 CONTRIBUTION OF LAYOUT,
CATALOG, AND SIGNAGE TO SELF-
UsE (Indicator #63)
“Transparency” of building
layout

Utility of catalog

Utility of internal signage

2.7 GOAl. ACHIEVEMENT
Extent to which formal library
objectives are achieved

2.8 EFFICIENCY OF LIBRARY
OPERATIONS
Operating expenditures per
Capita

Operating expenditures +
number of total client uses
per annum

Number of materials processed +
dotlars expended on
materials processing

Operating expenditures +
library activity index or
workload level

2.9 WRTEN POLICIES
Existence of written policies

2.10 SAFETY OF UsERS
Security of users of building,
inside and outside

Dimension 3: Community Fit

3.1 COMMU:. TY AWARENESS OF
OFFERINGS
Community awareness of
library services

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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D+

Comments

3.2 UsEers’ EVALUATION

User evaluation of service
received

. .. immediately upon
receiving the service

. . . after using the information/

knowledge

3.3 CONTRIBUTION TO COMMUNITY

WELL-BENG
Contribution of library to
community well-being

Contribution of library to
individual well-being

... and to subgroups (e.g.,
business, students, etc.)

Contribution to education of
community

Return on investment

3.4 SERVICES SUITED TO THE

COMMUNITY
Suitedness of services to
community

Extent to which target popu-
lations are reached

3.5 PusLIC OPINION

Public opinion of library

3.6 FLEXIBILITY OF LIBRARY

MANAGEMENT
Adaptability of the organiza-
tion and of management

Adoption of innovation, both
number and speed

E ¥
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Comiments

3.7 STAFF SUITED TO THE COMMUNITY
Demographics of staff
compared with demographics
of population

Ability of staff to serve
community

3.8 STAFF CONTACT WITH USERrs
Number of contacts between
users and service staff

Proportion of hours open when
staff is available at service
points

3.9 PuBLIC RELATIONS
Number of public relations
events per annum

Qualified staff member(s)
assigned to public relations

Amount of staff time spent on
public relations

3.10 RELATIONS WITH COMMUNITY
AGENCIES
Number of formal groups
served per annum

Number of non-service inter-
actions with other agencies’
service points

3.11 COMMUNITY ANALYSIS
Utilization of community
studies in library decisions

Dimension 4: Access to Materials

4.1 COOPERATION WITH OTHER
LIBRARIES
Cooperative activities with
other libraries, including state
library agency

Membership in a formal library
cooperative

E
ERIC
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E+

| ‘ Comments

4.2 SPEED OF SERVICE
Turnaround hours for service X
requests

Turnaround days for reserves, X
interlibrary and intrasystem
borrowings

User satisfaction with turn- X
around time

4.3 INFORMATION ABOUT OTHER
COLLECTIONS
Subscriptions to state-wide, X

regional, or national holdings
databases, manual or
electronic

44 INTERUIBRARY LOAN
Number of interlibrary (i.e., X
intersystem) borrowings

per annum

Interlibrary borrowings fill rate X

45 MATERIALS AVAILABILITY
Fill rates by types of search X
(subject, author, title,

of charge

86

-
E browsing, homework)
. Probability of materials x
ownership
Availability of materials owned X
Overall user success rate X
4.6 EXTENT SERVICES ARE FREE
Variety of services, materials, x
and facilities available free
O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Comments

Dimension 5: Physical Facilities

51

CONVENIENCE OF BUILDING
LOCATION
Convenience of site

5.2

BUILDING EASY TO IDENTIFY
Building clearly identifiable
from the street

5.3

PARKING
Number of parking spaces

Availability of parking spaces

5.4

BUILDING SUITABILITY
Square footage per capita

Seating capacity per capita

Suitability of furniture and
equipment

Intensity of use of facilities

5.5

BUILDING APPEAL
Appeal of library interior

- .. and of library exterior

Dimension 6: Boundary Spanning

6.1

POLITICAL AND FIsCAL VIABILITY

OF THE LIBRARY (Indicator #62)

Ratio of actual revenue to
potential library revenue

Size of budget compared to
similar libraries

Stability of funding

Political success of the library
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Comments

6.2

BOARD ACTIVENESS
Activeness of library board

Orientation of new board
members

Written bylaws for board,
reviewed regularly

6.3

VOLUNTARY CONTRIBUTIONS

(Gifts, Money, Time}

Dollar value of gifts of money,
materials, equipment

Hours of volunteer time per
annum

Dollars raised through effort
of volunteers

Activeness of Friends or other
volunteers in the library’s
political arena

6.4

LisraRrY PrODUCTS (Booklists,

Guides, etc.)

Number of library productions,
publications, and recordings
distributed per annum per
capita

6.5

ENERGY EFFICIENCY OF BUILDING
Energy efficiency

Participation in a recycling
program

6.6

CONTINUING EDUCATION

FOK STAFF

Number of hours of continuing
education attended + staff

" member

Number of continuing educa-
tion events attended per
staff member

Percentage of staff participating
in continuing education

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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I I Comments

6.7 PLANNING AND FVALUATION

Long-range, written plan x

Long-term assessment of space X
needs

Annual review and adjustment X
of plan

Evaluation of library activities P

and programs

6.8 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT IN LIBRARY
DECISIONS
Defined mechanism for com- X
munity input to design and
development of services and

facilities
Complaints procedure for users X
Public access to board meet- P

ings and board documents

Dimension 7: Service Offerings

7.1 RANGE OF MATERIALS
Variety of formats of materials X

Number of items in each format X X

Breadth of subjects in library’s X
collections

Depth of holdings in library’s X
collections

7.2 RANGE OP SERVICES
Number of services offered X

Extent to which library offers x
all of its services when open

Innovative program of services X

7.3 CONVENIENCE OF HOURS

Number of hours open per X
week
Range of hours open X

(continued)

oJ

O
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Comments

{continued)
Convenience to users of hours
open

Users, by hour

74

MATERIAL QUALITY
Collection quality

75

NEWNESS OF MATERIALS
Median publication date

New volumes per annum
... and per capita

Titles added as a % of total
titles, per annum

Speed of acquisitions X
Dimension 8: Service to Special Groups
8.1 HANDICAPPED ACCESS
Handicapped accessibility X X
8.2 SPECIAL GROUP SERVICES
Services to populations with X X
special needs




B. Checklist of Library Services

Access to online databases

Adult programs

Assistance in borrowing materials from other Libraries
Audio cassettes to circulate

Best-sellers, popular materials

Bookmobile service

Books by mail

Children’s programs

Community bulletin boards

Equipment to use with films, records, tapes
Films to circulate

Help with homework

Help with reading skills

Help with selecting library materials (books, films, tapes, video tapes, etc.)
In-depth research materials

Magazines

Meeting rooms

Microcomputers for public use
Newspapers

Phonograph records to circulate
Photocopiers

Recreational reading
Reference/information

Short answers to specific questions

Assistance in locating material on a subject

Assistance in developing search strategy

Individual assistance in using the library or its materials, on demand
Group or individual instruction in library or materials use
Bibliographic verification of materials

Preparation of subject bibliographies

Referral to outside persons and organizations

Senior citizens’ programs
Study/quiet space
Teenagers’ programs
Video cassettes to circulate
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Index

Note: Names of indicators are printed in boldface.

Access, Handicapped, 31, 52, 62

Access to Materials (dimension of effectiveness), 30,
47-48, 62

ALD. See American Library Directory (ALD)

American Library Directory (ALD), 37, 42

AMPLE (A Model of Public Library Effectiveness), 2,
33-53, 69-70; applying, 54-66

Anecdotes. See Stories

Assessment, 1

Assessment program, 33-53

Attendance, Program, 30, 42, 61

Availability of Materials, 30, 48, 60, 62

BARS. See Behaviorally anchored rating scale

Behaviorally anchored rating scale, 21-22

Board Activeness, 30,49, 62

Board members, 65-66

Booklists and guides. See Library Products

Boundary Spanning (dimension of effectiveness), 30,
49-50, 62

Branch libraries, 2

Budgeting, 1921, 69; line-item, 20; memo-type or lump
sum, 19; performance, 20; program, 20

Building Appeal, 30, 49, 62

Building Easy to Identify, 30, 48, 62

Building, Energy Efficiency of, 31, 50, 62

Building Location, Convenience of, 30, 48, 60, 62

Building Suitability, 30, 4849, 62

Catalog, Contribution to Self-Use of, 44

Census, 39

Circulation, 30, 41, 61

Collections. See Materials Owned

Communications with stakeholders, 59-66

Community Agencies, Relations with, 30, 4647, 52

Community Analysis, 30, 47, 62

Community Awareness of Offerings, 30, 45, 60,
61

Community Fit (dimension of effectiveness), 30,
4547, 61-62

Community improvement associations, 64

Community leaders, 64

Community, Services Suited to. 30, 46, 60, 61

Community, Staff Suitability to, 30, 46, 61

Community Weli-Being, Contribution of, 30, 45, 61

Constituent groups. See Stakeholders

Continuing Education for Staff, 31, 50, 62

Contribution of Layout, Catalog and Signage to
Self-Use, 44

Contribution to Community Well-Being, 30, 45, 61

Convenience of Hours, 31, 51, 60, 62

Cooperation with Other Libraries, 30, 47, 62

Custoruer-driven budgeting, 21

Decision-making in public sector, 25
Decisions, Public Involvement in, 31, 50, 62
Determinants, 11

Dimensions of effectiveness, 1G, 29, 33-34, 67

Economy and value, 6

Effectiveness, 1, 58, 15-23, 67; difficulties in measur-
ing, 24-27; and evaluation, 9-14; models of, 78

Efficiency of Library Operations, 30, 44, 60, 61

Efficiency vs. effectiveness, 5-6

Energy Efficiency of Building, 31, 50, 62

Environment, 12

Equipment Usage, 30, 43, 61

Evaluation, 9-10

Evaluation by Users, 30, 45, 61

Evaluation program, 1, 67

Evidence, 9-10

Expenditure, Materials, 30, 42, 61

Expenditures for Staff, 30, 43, 61

Expenditures, Total, 30, 41, 61

Extent Services Are Free, 30, 48, 62

Federal-State Cooperative System for Public Library
Data (FSCS), 18, 37

Feedback, 12, 13

Fiscal Viability of the Library, 30, 49, 62

Flexibility of Library Management, 30, 46, 61

Free Services, Extent of, 30, 48, 62

Friends groups, 25, 66
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FSCS. See Federal-State Cooperative System for Public
Library Data (FSCS)

General systems model, 12-14, 67
Goal Achievement, 30, 44, 61
Goal madel, 7, 51, 67
Goals-based pianning, 19
Goodness, 58, 10, 15-23, 55

Grail of Library Goodness, 16
Graphics, 56-57, 70

Handicapped Access, 31,52, 62
Helpfulness of Staff, 30, 44. 60, 61
Hours, Convenience of, 31, 51, 60, 62

Idiosyncratic measures, 9. 35

In-library Use, 30, 42, 61

Indicators of effectiveness, 10, 28, 67

Information about Other Collections, 30, 47, 62

Inputs, 12,13

Inspection, 38, 3940

intellectual Freedom, Suppori of, 30, 44, 61

Inter-Library Loan, 30, 47, €2

Interest groups, 25

Internal Processes (dimension of effectiveness), 30,
4345, 61

Layout, Catalog and Signage, Contribution of to
Self-Use, 44

Legislators, 63

Legitimacy, 55

Library board members, 65-66

Library Management, Flexibility of, 30, 46, 61

Library Products, 30, 50, 62

Line-item budgeting, 20

Localization movement, 15-16

Long-range planning, 18-19

Management by Objectives, 21

Management staff, 65

Management tools, 15-23

Managerial Competence, 30, 43, 61, 63

Materials Availability, 30, 48, 60, 62

Materials Expenditure, 30, 42, 61

Materials, Newness of, 31, 52, 62

Materials Owned, 30, 42, 61

Materials Quality, 31, 51-52, 60, 62

Materials, Range of, 31, 51, 60, 62

Materials Turnover, 30, 42, 61

MBO. See Management by Objectives

Measurement, 16; difficulty of, 37-38

Measures, 10-11, 67; in AMPLE, 35, 41-52. See also
Output measures

Measures and the systems model, 16-17

Measures of output, 16-18

Measuring vs. evaluating, 9-10

Mission-driven budgeting, 20-21

Model of Public Library Effectiveness, A. Sce AMPLE

Models of effectiveness, 7-8, 31, 67-68

Morale of Staff, 30, 43, 61
Multiple constituencies model, 7, 31,67
Museums, 64

Neighborhood associations, 64
Newness of Materials, 31, 52, 62
Newspapers, 64

Officials, elected and appointed, 63

OMC. See Output Measures for Public Library Service to
Children

OMPL. See Output Measures for Public Libraries

Operationalizing indicators, 35

Other Collections, Information about, 30, 47, 62

Other Libraries, Cooperation with, 30, 47, 62

Outcome budgeting, 21

QOutcomes, 12, 13, 26

Output budgeting, 21

Output measures, 16-18

Output Measures for Public Libraries (OMPL), 2, 17, 37,
68,70

Ouiput Measures for Public Library Service to Children
{OMC), 17,37

Outputs, 12,13

Parking, 30, 48, 62

Performance appraisal, 21-22, 26, 69

Performance budgeting, 20

Performance Measures for Public Libraries, 16

Physical Facilities (dimension of effectiveness), 30,
4849, 62

Planning and Evaluation, 31, 50, 62

Planning and measurement, 15-16

Planning and Role Setting for Public Libraries (PRSPL),
18-19, 67

Planning Process for Public Libraries, 18-19

Planning, Programming, and Budgeting System
(PPBS), 20

Planning, strategic, 18-19

PLDS. See Public Library Data Service (PLDS)

Policies, Written, 30, 44, 61

Political and Fiscal Viability of the Library, 30, 49,
62; in Short AMPLE, 30

Political decision-makers, 70

Political questions, 54

Power relationships, 64

PPBS. See Planning, Programming, and Budgeting
System (PPBS)

Process model, 7, 31, 67

Processes, 12,13

Program Attendance, 30, 42, 61

Program budgeting, 20

PRSPL. See Planning and Role Setting for Public Librarics
(PRSPL)

Public, general, 63-64

Public Involvement in Library Decisions, 31, 50, 62

Public Library Data Service (PLDS), 17, 42

Public Librany Data Service Statistical Report (PLDS), 37

Public Library Effectiveness Study, 2, 12, 28-32, 35,60
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Public Opinion, 30, 46, 61
Public Relations, 30, 46, 61
Public sector, 6, 24

Public services staff, 65

Quality, 12

Quality of Materials, 31, 51-52, 60, 62
Quality of Staff, 30, 43, 60, 61
Quantitative evidence, 9

Range of Materials, 31, 51, 60, 62

Range of Services, 31, 51, 60, 62

Reference Fill Rate, 30, 43, 61

Reference Volume, 30, 41, 61

Relations with Community Agencies, 30, 46—47, 62
Revenues, 24

Safety of Users, 30, 45, 61

Sampling, 39

School districts, 64

Self-«"rvice, 26-27

Service consumption, 11-12

Service Offerings (dimension of effectiveness), 30,
51-52, 62 '

Service organizations, libraries as, 25-26

Service, Speed of, 30, 47, 62

Service to Special Groups (dimension of effective-
ness), 30-31, 52, 62

Services Range of, 31, 51, 60, 62

Services, Special Group, 31, 52, 62

Services Suited to the Community, 30, 46, 60, 61

Short AMPLE, 36

Signage, Contribution to Self-Use of, 44

Size of Staff, 30, 42, 61

Special Group Services, 31, 52, 62

Speed of Service, 30, 47, 62

Staff: as stakeholders, 65

Staff Contact with Users, 30, 46, 62

Staff, Continuing Education of, 31, 50, 62

Staff Expenditures, 30, 43, 61

Staff Helpfulness, 30, 44, 60, 61

Staff Morale, 30, 43, 61

36

Staff Quality, 30, 43, 60, 61

Staff Size, 30, 42, 61

Staff Suitability to Community, 30, 46, 61

Stakeholders, 7, 8, 33; boundary-spanning, 65-66;
communicating with, 34, 54-66; differences in
views, 28-29; external, 60-63; internal, 64-65;
using AMPLE with, 70

Statistical data, 38-39

Stories, 12, 56, 57-58, 70

Strategic planning, 18-19

Success, 16

Support of Intellectual Freedom, 30, 44, 61

Surveys, 9, 38, 40

Systems resource model, 7, 31, 67

Tally, 38, 39

Technology, indeterminant, 26

Total Expenditures, 30, 41, 61

Traditional counts (dimension of effectiveness), 29-30,
41-43,70

Trustees, 65-66

Turnover of Materials, 30, 42, 61

Use, In-library, 30, 42, 61

Use of Library Compared to Other Services/Events,
30,43, 61

Users of library, 64

Users, Safety of, 30, 45, 61

Users, Staff Contact with, 30, 46, 62

Users, Variety of, 30, 42, 61

Uses and Users, 30, 41, 61

Value, 12

Variety of Users, 30, 42, 61

Visits to Library, 30, 41, 61
Voluntary Contributions, 30, 50, 62

Written Policies, 30, 44, 61

ZBB. See Zero-based budgeting
Zero-based budgeting, 20




Comments?

Now you tell us a story . . . about how you'‘ve been successful in assessing and communicating your
library’s effectiveness to your stakeholder groups.

Data you’ve used?

Stories and anecdotes?

Presentation methods?

Ete....

- . . and how have they worked?

We’d love to hear. And if you have something to illustrate—a report to users, budget presentation,
annual report—please send it!

If you have any suggestion that would help make this book more useful, we’d like to hear that, too.

Send to: Thomas Childers, College of Information Studies, Drexel University, Philadelphia, PA 19104.
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